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THESIS 
The Animistic Materialism of William Pepperell Montague 


(Abstract) 


This thesis is a critical study of the ideas of the American philoso; 
William Pepperell Montague (b. 1873). Montague lived in the atmosphere o' 
controversy that dominated American thought in the first part of the prese 
century, and as a result his philosophy has always tended to be at once polemi 
and eclectic. Philosophy’s nearest neighbours, he holds, are science and religion; 
but there is also a great deal of poetry in it. Its questions are more com 
hensive and fundamental than those of science, yet they have none of the 
fiable character that science demands for its answers. Like religion, philosop 
seeks to answer ultimate rather than proximate questions. Religion, howev 
is dependent on revelation and must be emotionally experienced. whereas ph 
osophy is the product of intellectual analysis and creative imagination. T! 
creative imagination accounts for the poetic character of philosophy. The 
of the great philosophical systems consists far more in their breadth and ric 
ness of vision than in the cogency of their demonstrations. Philosophers shou 
mainly concern themselves, Montague believes, with portraying imaginati 
visions and should be concerned with the ocean of possibilities discoverable by 
the imagination. These are not to be mere possibilities but real possibilities. 
Philosophy is not to abandon the actual, for the actual will selectively determi 
the possibilities open to existence. The imagination is the faculty most neces 
to the philosopher and, in using it, he is using the same sort of power tl 
nature employs in evolving reality. The philosopher becomes essentia 
manufacturer and portrayer of daring but possible hypotheses. 

This leads to the problem of the ways of attaining knowledge which for 
Montague, is the chief problem of Logic. He does not consider Logic as the a 
or science of reasoning. This is merely the second stage in inquiry where pro 
or disproof become necessary. The first stage in solving a problem is 
formulation of a plan or a hypothesis, and here it is the imagination and not 
reason that is at work. Reasoning consists in evaluating, sifting, rejecting 
confirming the possibilities that have been imagined. Imagination propos: 
reason disposes. A conclusion is always a thesis to be justified by premi 
which should follow rather than precede the proposition in whose behalf 
are invoked. What are the principles by which our premises can be made valid 
There are five types of logical theory that correspond to the five sources 
belief: authoritarianism; mysticism; rationalism; empiricism; pragma’ 
There is also a sixth and negative type, scepticism. If each of these methods 
compared with each of the others, there emerges the possibility of co-operation 
among them. Each of the positive methods has a domain to which it is) 
primarily applicable, but this does not imply that the results obtained by it a 
always valid. Other methods are secondarily applicable and serve as a sy: 
of checks and balances. Scepticism will temper with modesty the othe 
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He, : 
f ead Tabthod | in its special ‘domain. Montague fails to 
because he does not, and in the very nature of his 

t Since philosophy is a combination of science, 
inevitable that authoritarianism, mysticism, rational- 
sthods ; and since, for him, philosophy is a way 
rine, pragmatism must have a place. The cul- 
m seems really to be the theory that he adopts. 
t science it is related to science. The reason that 
ation amongst scientists is because it has been identified 
eject ‘idealism and accept realism, there is promise of a 
irse with science. The work of the scientist and the 
inuous. The difference between them is one of degree 
ence between theoretical and experimental physics. 
the wheel of knowledge; they have to be bound 
ub and at the rim. Metaphysics performs this binding 
© hub of the wheel of knowledge symbolizes Ontology, 
t of Metaphysics and is concerned with the pre- 
( smology, or the synthetic aspect of Metaphysics, is 
ir-fi ung conclusions of science. The cosmologist seeks to 
sults of the sciences and to gain from their synthesis a 
erse as a whole. Cosmology is the rim of the wheel 
hysics has in Montague’s philosophy a necessary 
I p problem for Montague is the mind-body relation- 

- roblem is the most characteristic feature of his 
is directed towards formulating a theory that will 
and body, i.e., to create a psychodynamics. He calls 
opsychism’, ‘cosmological spiritualism’, and finally 
é s the four extreme positions which it is possible 
mpass, viz., Dualism, Positivism, Idealism and 
eriously considers are Dualism and Materialism, 
nt to a proper metaphysics of the microcosm 
s metaphysics of the macrocosm. Heterogeneity of 
id Seakahte facts; but no self-respecting intellect can rest 
eterogeneous elements are left with no thread of homo- 
together. This thread of homogeneity he found in the 
mo on, matter and mass are forms of energy. He supple- 
“not generally accepted, that mind is also a form of 
to, though homogeneously continuous with the forms 

yy matter in motion. Matter in motion is kinetic energy. 
s potential energy. A stimulus passes over a sensory 
Goa In the synapses of the cerebrum that current of 
and then redirected, and finally passes along the 
mo\ tor eaction, another current of kinetic energy. Between 
e motions the energy must pass into a potential 
just at the moment when these motions are checked 
n_ begins. The sensation which appears from within 
disappeared from without. Our minds or systems of 
ith the system of residues of potential energy that 
gy of the stimuli has lansed back into motor 
Ke stored up in an intensive hierarchy, the later 
1 the earlier, with each retaining its specific char- 
init with the others. This invisible mental organ- 
organism is a veritable soul and a mind. Instead 
visible like a material aggregate, mind is intensive and 
nce continuously increases with successive deposits of 
‘it is self-determining instead of mechanical and 
and consciousness are only potential energy, this means 
with something of the cognitive function. This theory, 
ees with Vitalism and Interactionism in recognizing the 
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genuine efficiacy in nature of teleology and consci 
osophy are fundamentally the same thing); it ag 
Parallelism in refusing to admit the existence of any fa 
physical terms. re Wee 
The effort to define mind in physical terms, Montag’ 
the chief work of his life. He believed that his solution 
theses that would do justice to the positive side of ever €0 t 
presented by philosophers. He believed further that his solution entailed 
philosophy. He insisted that the problem was a metaphysical one 
“Animistic Materialism’ be called Metaphysics. He ed, 
separate the problem from Physics since he maintained tha 
physical theories of yesterday had become the established phys 
today, and that the metaphysical theories of today would becom 
truths of tomorrow. Montague failed to see that once a theory i 
it will nevér become physical. This failure resulted from an impro 
among the sciences and, as a result of it, we must conclude th 
‘effort? was an unsuccessful attempt to construct a Philoso; 


He believed also that the positive elements in each positio 
the realist’s eirenicon. The foundation of this eirenicon co! 
tion of the independence of both existential and subsistenti 
in the maintaining of a presentative theory of knowledge a 
of error in terms of physical laws whereby illusory ob 
minate functions of real or existent objects. His eire 
four methods in their pure form. e. ee * 
With suitable modifications, however, the four theori 
patible. Thus, he retains the essential contention of objec 
of actual experience are also objects of possible existence 
they exist or not, they possess a logical meaning that is in 
that they are experienced. He retains the contention of subj 
objects of actual existence are also objects of possible exper 
the essential contention of dualism that the system of experi 
the system of existing objects are determined by separate sets o! 
that consequently they vary independently of one another. H € 
essential contention of relativism that everything can app 


: 


other branches of his philosophy the taint of the circle- quaret ‘ 
was deep within him, often got the upper hand, and some fantast 
seized upon by his mind were given a place out of all pr portion to 
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KOS TAGUE'S CONCEPTION OF PHILOSOPHY 
ee ee ee ee err ree er eee 


It was not until comparatively late in his 
career thet Montague committed to writing his views 
on the nature and scope of philosophical knowledge. (1) 
The view is a very peculiar one and yet it seems one 
to which he is so reconciled thst it is very probable 
that subconsciously, at least, it is one thet he had 
always sccepted. Yurthermore, Montazue did not re- 
linguish any of his earlier views as a result of 
Gefining and limiting philosophy so he must have 
considered them stiil philosophical and capable of 
being retained and integrated into a new view, if 
indeed it was a new view. Still further, since this 
comparatively iste expression of the nature of phil- 
osophy is ultimately based upon what he calls "the 
world of subsistence", a world which always played a 
major part in determining our philosopher's views, it 


is fair to say that ever since the beginning Montague 





(1) "Philosophy as Vision." Internationel Journal 
of Ethics. 1945, ppel-22. @ ways of - Ss, 
rrentice-iall, New York, 1940, PDe s Be 
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waa ready to accept the position whieh he later formally 
adopted. 

There is no doubt that the theories which 
Montague defends as part. ond pereel of his philosophy 
will seen quite strange, have no basis in the existen= 
tial onler, have mich of whim snd fancy about theme 
Unless we are aware of whet he conceives philosophy to 
be, there theories will ecenm psradoxieal.e He knew thet 
he heé the teint of the circle-squarer deep within him 
end thet fantastic analogies were apt to seize on his 
mind and goin on importance end fasoination far beyond 
their logical volue.(2) Dut once we realize that phile 
osophy for him is sot at sli what it is for the ordinsry 
man, these heretofore paradoxical positions seen normale 
Let us now try to see whet his peouller conception of 
philosophy ise 

No metter whet definition of philosophy we 
adopt Ab will be e conception of a domain of inquiry 
broader end vaguer, deeper and sore subtle than the 


nie 


(2) soeateans 08 of an ——— aang pg 
: ps! VOle II, 
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domain of “common-senes knowledge”. Philosophy is, for 
him, the vaguest ond moct comprehensive of all orgenized 
inquiries. (3) Its nearest neighbors are solence and 
religion. Philosophy differs from selence in thet ite 
questions ere more can relensive and fundanentel. ‘The 
resalt of thio is, according to Montague, thet the 
philosopher's ensvers will heve none of the definitely 
vorifiable charseter thet selentiste deaand for their 
anewerse It does not resenble solexce in the success of 
ites ingairy but only in the spirit in which the inquiry 
is made. Philosophy is on intellicetuel enterprise, dis- 
paceLonstely eoncerned with the attainment of truth, bat 
aplike eelence it aise at wholesale or genoric truth, 
not at specific truth. (4) Montague thus justifies hin- 
self in presenting a very vague boly of Coctrine. In 
@ealing with him we met expect a teaching thet will be 
both baffling oni tenuous. 

‘The relation in which philosophy stends to 
religion is the opposite of thet in which it stands to 
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(3) "Philosophy as Virion", ops chte pe 1 
(4) Qpe cite, pe S 
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soience. Both religion and philosophy seek to answer 
altimate rather then proximate probiems concerning the 
aniverse snd men’s plece in ite But religion is viewed 
98 a revelation of divine truth to be taken on faith, 
philosophy is the work of the human mind attained by 
intellectaal enalysis ani crestive imagination. ‘eligion 
is something to be enotionally experienced, philosophy 
is « mtter of thought. (5) 

Although Montague feels thet up to this point 
he is perfeetly in accord with the traditional md con- 
ventional conception of philosophy, he acknowledges that 
beyond this point ell agreement ends. He feels that he 
has to pert compeny with the conventional notion beesuse 
he sees in knowledce end truth a mgnitude of two dimen- 
sione@s We would wish our knomledge to be as broad as 
possible and also to heve as high an approximation to 
certainty as possible. Breadth and richnoss of content 
are like sn extensive dimonsion, degree of validity like 
an intensive dimension. If we hed perfect knowledge it 





(5) Dap Nays of Things, pe 3 
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would cover the extire range of being and each of ite 
propositions would possess couplete certainty. Sat in 
the searoh for knowledze we are foreed to recognize that 
perfection in any respect is impossible, and even the 
approach to perfection in any one direction is often 
incompatible with the approach to perfestion in some 
other direction. To be o unster of a single trade is - 
to resign oneself to en ignorence of others, to be a 
jack of all trades is to be a master of none. To be 
decp is to be narrov and to be broad is to be shallow. 
In philosophy ve mast choose the one or the other as the 
object of our principal interest. (6) 
Philosophers heve always bee reluctant to 
meke this choice. If we look at the history of phil-e 
osophy we are struck by two facts. The first is thet 
the value of the great philosophies consists fer more 
in the breadth and richness of vision than in cogeney 
of demonstration, the second is thet each author meni- 
fests « puthetic pride in the ‘egree of certainty that 





(6) "PRilosophy os Vision", ppe 5-4. 


. 
. 1% sooo tes ylfed te aphwt otldne aid govee disee 
isa . iets: edefune eseercg tine ereléiesgepg = fam 

74 OTERCES 6S Soest? eos ov euadenat sot Cone ene a 
ats were has voletompts oh Keoeces too at setneniven 

CRM of oe séoents ero pm ab Seto, eae 
duo c2 Coltectare ef @uitag ate te aldiengnenl” 

5 ef «? gmetie & erg @ of ieee ieee 
o¢ eT asm to aeceen @ ed od. af ommout Sie te emt 
weellate oc <2 9) booed og t? DO Ee CL 
ee ee 
_«(a) Seesatnt Sep petey-eee te Oop 

ci dmdzcles coed eyed evnt emntgeeieet. 5> 
nthe MS qetelt at? os seek OF TE eeebate esha 
dat ef Qwalt act? aateel oe? gf seeute Conor ignes 
«chi: ob aca beicaene aaa 
-in 5 Putte droe Gra? of Seeweo ent ,ecstoeemenel Bp, 


(Gale Tseietees To @rRyeh Ge? 61 ottep bdniiog a aie 


N 













































2-5 te sTanbal¥ we wigneoatet” tap. 





he has reached. This pride, aceording to Nontague, is 
not only pathetic and comical bat it algo has hed a very 
bad effect upon philosophy... How eould all the contrae 
Glotory systems heve been proven? The simple snewer is 
thet they heve note Montame wold go evon farther md 
Geclare thet they cannot be proved to reason. ‘the 
abyomel gap between a sotephysioian's conclusions end the 
meager date apon whieh they have been founded is not to 
be bridged by eny Logic of demonstration. (7) ‘the wrth 
of philosophy is ot to be seagured by ite certainty, 
ohervise philosophy would be in a very bad waye And 
yet philosophers cling to this blaff and sham, oni the 
net reoult is thet @ieLilucionmoent end a mood of de- 
featian are makins chemselves felt in the philosophers* 
@ailde ‘They are trying to achieve the impossLbloe 

This shem is being revealed today by the 
selentists who lay stress on the concrete «end the empiri- 
eeally verifiable in their west for certainty. In the 
light of their quest the creations of the motephysical 





(7) Zpad 








imagination appe x thin end ansubstantiele At best they 
are unertein «ond if philosophers continue to consider 
certeinty as their single goal then the death knell of 
philosophy hae stmocke (3) 

Momague seess prepared to abendon the notion 
thet philosophy end cspeciclly metephysies fails under 
the tzaditional conception of selenee, © oomnitio certa 
per conesas. ie seem aleo willing to admit that if 
philosophy is to romein the broad science that it was 
in the past it can do so only by relinquishing Bs clain — 
tobe certainty, am met become recmoiled to being 
shelley ané uncerteine If Montague keeps the ward philog- 
ophy in hie aystem, it io with a profoundly different 
meaning than that of cleasical thoughte | 

, Why @i¢ he come to this position? First, he 
thought that it wae forced upon him by his reading in 
the history of philosophy. ‘he velue of the great philo- 
sophieal positions of the est is, he maintains, singularly 
independent of wmt thoy provede They ectauslly proved 








(8) Qpe Gite» pod 
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nothing, and they proved nothing becouse they cannot prove 
anythinge How could they heave oroved anything when there 
ere 60 many contradictory aystess? Lvidentiy no one hos 
proved anything to anyone in philosophy. The history of 
philosophy convineed him that proof in philosophy is in- 
possible and this because proof or demonstration is not 
the work of philosophers. ‘he history of philosophy is 
Teslly « comic tragedy. It in comic because all the great 
Philosophers thought that they were doing something thet 
they ~ere not doing at all, namely, proving their theorios. 
But it is tragic beenuse they nave brought philosophy to 
® low estate as © reeult of their conedys The comedy of 
philosophers is en cect, or t least a seene, in the human 
comedy, = comedy found wherever we find people. Phile- | 
osophers, like all people, sre proud of the characteristics 
in which they sore wesk ond humble in the appraisal of the 
virtues that they really possess. They reslly do possess 
breadth and richness of vision, but they are sadly lacking 
in the cogency or rigor of demonstration. And yet they 
almost inveriably sserifice the former for tho sake of 
the letter. (9) | 
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4s long as the world remained e non-solentifie 
world the abyaml gep thet separated o metephysician's 
Gonclasions and the meager data upon which they were 
founieé did not matter too miche That time, however, is 
now past. The present calls for a juster estimate of 
what the philosopher should try to doe Montague'ts sug- 
eestion ia thet they should concem thenselives with 
something tast they have always boen sable to do, namely, 
te portrey breath-tekine visions. They should leave off 
trying to do something thet they have never been able to 
ao, namely, to prove their theories or conclusions by a 
logic of demonstrations 

This recommendation Montague thought was es- 
pecially guitable for teachers of philosophye As long 
as the teachers continae to pretend that they are proving 
things to studente they are frauds and are indalging 
their orn conceit. Faced with the seiexee in which they 
find agreexeat emongst the scientists they cannot help 
“bat fool thet the almost universal disngreenent anongst 
philosophers is a proof that they hove proved nothinge 
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This gives rise to a mood of defection amongst the 
philosophers and this =0o@ is bat the preface to the 
abendansent of the entire project by teachers and 
etatents clikes It wos all right for the eneieat 
Ienians, who were not plagued by quantum mechenics, 
reflex ares, benzene rings, ete. They had nothing to 
erecp thoir style. We have. If we want to save phile 
osophy, we choulé get rid of this addiction to proving. 

The second reason, then, that led Montague to 
his position wes the growth ani influence of the scien- 
tific spirit with ite stress apon the concrete and tho 
particular, the prectically useful ani the empirically 
verifiable. In the realm of science it is only the 
conerete which is of value ad it is only the meeting 
with the concrete that will lend any momentum to the 
quest for certainty. In the licht of this quest the 
erandiose creations of the cetaphysical imagination 
appear thing and unsubstanticle If we insist that 
certainty is to be the single goal of the mind's acti- 
vity philosophy is doomd. (10) 





(10) Ibid 
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Bat Montegue is fay from being prepared to 
aeveyt soso of the suggested substitates. He has a 
horror of the counterfeit coin whieh is being passed 
off ag philosophy. We has s sense of responsibility 
to philosophy and it wae in the aequitting himself of 
this responsibility that he did what appeared to him 
the only thing thet could save philosophy. Var fron 
being anxious to min philosophy he was passionstely 
Gevotel to it ani wanted to eave it. He saved it from 
the ridicule of the scientist by adnliting tint at 
proved nothing. But he wasted to save it fram phil~ 
osephers thenselves wio were chauging it into souething 
elece Montague’s position io a vexy trying ome.e To 
save philosophy from seienes he seens to kLil philosophy 
in the elessiesl sense and yet he refused to kill it in 
the nome of peeudo-philosophy. “ec might be inelined to 
gey that Montague does not know what philosophy is bat 
he certainly knows what it is note | 
yon Philosophy is not the history of philosophy, 
ane of the things thet has been offered os a substitute 
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for philosophy. This has been « refuge to which many 
have flown to escape froma the positivistic attacke Mon- 
tegue is too mush of « philonopher to tolerste this and 
sconiems it without cincing wordse von though our 
primary funeticn es philcsophers be citusded, are va to 
all back and preserve our lives by feeding like eeunt- 
bal ghouls upon oar glorious dead? (11) Montague 
realizes that if we are going to preserve philosophy by 
substituting for it the history of philosophy it is 
nothing bat a chort reprievs in the death sentencee Tho 
pickings off the bones of the philosophers become thinner 
every youre it won't be long befare philosophy becomes 
@ mere cxoxcice in reedinge Moreover, if aystenatic 
Pillosophy is to be abendoned it won't be long before its 
history is relegeted to sow rother unimportant footn tes 
te history as such (12). 

| It is likewise usgless, Montague tells us, to 
- Aim&t the scope of philosophy to the problese of human 
netare and conduct. ‘This is the refuge of those who be- 
lieve that the era of naturel philosophy is oat an end, 





(AL) gps sit. De 6 
(a2) abid 
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and timt eupirieal selesees hve teken over tne whale 
fielde He ine enough historioal perspective to realive 
thet Lt woa't be long befor the so-called sgooial 
sciansiete will have arrogated to themselves the «hole 
‘field of hamen conduct. Paycholegy has departed fran the 
Sield of philosophy. Sociology, Moonumies ané volition 
S@lenee botray little or no concern for its existence. 
ontague ie in favor of Letting then have the field, to 
bresk up piecemeal among thenseives the land that fare 
merly belonged to philosophy alone. vhilosophy, with 
him, should be reconchled te being replaced by solence 
in ageerteining the facts of existence. (15) 

: the last resort of those seeking a refuge for 
PhiLosaphy coene to be that of the Conbridge school, of 
Moore, Tuspell and “hitehoed, whieh would reduce phile 
osephy to nothing more then a determinedly rigorous 
ealysis of oxscrie.ce ond ite ontegoriess Bat such en 
analytic philosophy, Montague fecls certein, would de- 
emerate into avthing more then forme of discourse about 
experience, into forms of creumer. (14) This is a far 
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(25) ops ots pe 7 
{16} Qpe Git. pe 8 
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ery fron philosophy end ous: cuthor will have none of it. 
Noae of the proposed substitutes for philosophy is «ce 
ceptable end yet the tradition:l view ie likewise unce- 
6G, babice Where oan we go and what cen we dot 

it is in answer to this «ueetion thet we nest 
what is, periaps, the most fundamental note of eslecticlan 
in the philosophy of Montague. Shilosophy is te be an 
eclectis combination of oll the etreng pointe of the prin- 
Cipel thesries of the universe and of mane He doos not 
intend to abandon sclenes completely, nor does he intend 
to forseke the strong and attreetive footares of relision 
and ext in ell ite verious vorm. Ho presents to us 
what he considers a compronise thet will be sceeptable 
slike to the scientist, the mystic and the poet. As we 
shell seo icter, Montague throughout hie life hed teken 
upon himself the role of hemonizer and hed deveted his 
entire onercy to reconciling the various conflicting 
viows in all the branches of philosophy. Meleeticien 
becomes the most chorncteristie mrk of his philosophy. 
It could not be otherwise, it seams to me, in a syeten 
where philosophy is propored ae on ocloetic combination 
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of the principal theories of the aniverse. Let us ose 
~ now what. Montagne’e proposal. ise 
The first thing thet philosophy bas to do is 
to get rid cnee for all of the preoccupation of proving 
theapies. Thic does act moan that we have to clive op 
the search for knowle@go ani tam the love of wison 
” inte mere sentimentality. (25) It Gvee mon thet the 
acientiste waat the earth and thet philosophers mist 
give it to thene But wit then rersins? Whet rewmins 
is the coean of possibilities to be discovered by 
imaginetion af vision an! to be enjoyed -ithout Limit 
by all those who love beauty and wonder. (16) By ave 
eepting this course, philosophers will be abandoning 
the plese of their defeats ani cloud be able to es= 
eape the mood of defestian that hos boen steadily growing 
within their renk:. 
Ho one is more couscious than Montague himself 
af the possible rejoinders he will receive from his cole 
leaguce to thie proposal that plilosophy bandon the 
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(15) gpe eit. De » 
(26) gpe ott. pe 10 
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domain of the actacl for the domain of the possible. 
“Thank you for nothing", they will aay. "Ie it not 
beé enough that science has taken all our possessions 
and left us holding the bag--a bar that once contained 
®11 tino ond existence but which now holds bat empty 
@ir? Are we to acd irony to tragedy snd to continze 
as ghosts of our former selves, mero pley-boys of the 
intellecteal world, blaring vein bubbles of fancy? 
Yor because the scientist will heve none of us is there 
_@my reason for supposing thet the ertists will make mich 
of us? The thin end erandiove ebstractions of the neta= 
physician ere even poorer for poetry than for science. 
Far better thet we surrender complctely, in the knowledge 
that we hove outlasted our time and are neoded no longer. 
Se live in o world of selence ond sre ruled by a dice 
tatorship of feet. Under that iron mle there is oo 
piece for the free activity of philosophical ineginetion.” 
(17). 

Hontague ettenpts to aiowor this objection. - 





(17) Qe cite pe 12 
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The cruise an the sees of possibility which he sae in 
mind for philosophers is « special kind of armise. It 
ie not to be a cruise to distent w ters or a araiae to 
nowhere but © sober ani easervetive crulse along the 
shores of fact, within orsy distance o the ee 
mexrks of established knowledgee It is sot a senreh for 
mere possibilities but for geal posaibilities, the 
real cltemstives between which ister knowledce wiil 
Gesidee The already sctucl will selectively determine 
the possibie and will be preetioully heipful in re- 
veeling to our vision the pocsibilities still open to 
existence. In other woria, philosophy is sot to abandon 
seience. ‘the sore a philosopher can learn from science 
the richer will his field of vision te. Moreover, it 
will not always be philosophy thet will be the debtar 
to solence, sometianes it will be the other wey erounde 
The physics of todey is the sactaphysics of yesterday. 
Witness the atomic theory of Semocritusa. The mote- 
physics of todey will be the phytiea of tomorrows (19) 





(28) ge Ohte ppoli~lS 
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tut our philosopher is not so naive as to 
think thet the scenasionel chence of its being useful 
to solience is the min justification of philosophy as 
Vision. ‘The groat visions of philosophy, even if con- 
‘ @idered merely ar visions, are precious and imperishable 
posses ions of our q@iture. jiven where their comtent 
hes been proved false they lew to the warld of Ket a 
@epth and richness of meaning ¢ nome for appraising 
ite volues which otherwise would never came. The pride 
of philosophy is in ite Gisclosure of significant posa- 
sibility. This is the y we shold interpret philosophy 
not only beceuse it is the only thing we om do in an 
age of selence, but beccuse it is ail that the best work 
of philosophers hag ever beon ebie to achieves (19) In 
sther wards, if we but consider the case for philosophy 
from the pmgmtic standpoint it would be sufficient 
Justifiecetion for ite being purmod. 

Bat Hontame wishes to bolster his defense 
a bit more. The occessionel usefulness to selence, the 





(19) ape e8h p- 18 
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chanee to bathe the tired mind in ideal waters, the pro- 
fundity which it iends to culture are not the only justi- 
fications of a philosophy of visione ‘The philosophy of 
Vision gives us a great opportunity for an exereise in 
dialectic. The possibilities discovered in imagination 

| are intereonnected by iuplications which enable the 
dialectician to pess from possible to possiblee ive enter 
the realm of the “ife-then", and of the "if-not--then 
not" 

Hypothetical knowledge is supplemented by the 
‘@isjunctive knowledge of "eithere-or". Arrived et this 
point, the dialectic narravs down-the field of the pos- 
sibles. At this stage philosophical thinking is "analogous 
to one in which we know that our friend is one of the 
people in a hall, ani we can see all the people in a hall 
end consequently we can see our friend, but which of the 
people our frieni is, that we cannot see.” (20) Though 
this probability never rises to certainty it keeps the 
philosopher in wholesome proximity to the land of faet 


a. iti eee ae 





(20) Op> cit. Pe 18 
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end though he hoe oabendoned thie lend to the scientist 
he has never lort sight of ite sheltering harbourve 

It is apparent from the foregoing timt in the 
Pullosophy of Montague the essential faculty for the 
philosopher is whet he calls imginetion. He believes 
that s philssopher in asiag his imgination to evolve 
knowledge is using the same sort of paver that natare 
usco in evolving reality. ‘The (aminant force in reality 
is not Will or Idea, it is Imagination. If we try to 
eonmeive of notursl powers on the anmslogy of cur own 
_ Meteres, the only place we find a counterpart resembling 
the melee of oultiforsm and conflicting tendencies, pure 
poses ond meanings thet we find in nature es a whole is 
in the imeginatione “Imnginetion is the pre-teleological 
and pre-consci ais wa within which ore formed the ideas 
and the ideals “hich, ofter a lonser or shorter gestation, 
ere born into overt conscious life, there to be dealt 
with by the decidedly secondury cctivities of reasoning 
end will. It is a vast, <isorderly progeny that 
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imagination beers, ¢rotesques end monsters, horrible, 
trivial, and beautiful mingled with the mere memories 
fron whose ribs they have been fashioned. ‘There is | 
tere not much of birth control, but once born, the 
mortality of our fenecies is terrifies; and only a woe 
minority survive the prolininary ordeal of selection 
by attentione”(21) ‘The whole reclm of nature appears 
to hin eo the fruit of @ warld imagination. “Iixistence 
is a tele tolé in mony languages, such « tale an we 
might hear if all tho ternal pomibilities of Being 
geve tongue st once in smce mé tims and raced together 
in pursuit of actualitye Parts come to tem with other 
yerts, ani this caring to terms is called evolution.” 
(22) , | 
“@kis is Montaguets final and it seems most 
cherished defence of pliilosophy es ereative imagination. 
In the ways of imgination ond vision of significant poe- 
Sibllity ho bolieves that he Ins approached most elosely 
to the mys of primordial Seing. Bat what are we to think 
of Montague's estimate of philosophy’s place in the realn 
of human knoledge? 





(21) ope aite pe 22 
(22) Qpe cit. De 22 
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It seens apparent that by temperament he wes 
better suited to be an ertist or poot then e philosopher. 
- His position is tantamount to escaplem. He wearfed of the 
fight and gave it upe The philoropher is trancsfigured 
into © dreamer who inspires ani encoursges mon so that 
they will not be overoome by the éail, humdrum and even 
horsh realities of the here and now. The philonopher in 
no longer limited by the so-called fnete of existence, 
he is urged on by an imegin tion thet constantly seeks to 
renovate the face of the universe. He seens to hve come 
mitted hinself to « position not unlike thet of Anaximandor. 
Yor him primordial being ie a welter of conflict. Pure 
potentiality ig at the beginning of being and pure chance, 
ee for Horsclitus, seena to be the single solave for the 
human spirit. 
: Montague's sind is a atronce combination of the 
eritio and theosophist end in the end the thoosophist wing 
the daye Turthemore since he woe a devotee of mothenmetics 
and especially of the more dering non=fuclidean forms he 
tried to caubine the attitedes of the hypothetical 
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mathematician «nd thet of the realistic philosopher. They 
make a etrenge ecoabinoation, especially if there in locking, 
em it ie in Montague’s system, a prover clarsification of 
the selences. In the ond the monufacturer of hypotheses 
not only surpasses bat oven obliterates the philosopher 
of existence. , 

hgein, despite the insistence on the part of 
our euthor thet philosophy io not «rt beenuse it caters 
to rational rather than emctional needs it seems hirchly 
Probabie that hie philosophy ic at lesst as concerned 
with the procuring of the enotionel etability of ite 
euthor as it is with satisfying hie retional needs. Mon-= 
tague inadvertently sdmitse «= mich. He very arbitrarily 
| Barrove the ficld of art to a point where no artist would 
agroe with hime The artist ie not restricted to specific 
sensory experience as Monbague would have us believes (25) 
The shapes, colores ané tones with which he deals are moans 
not enfe. The artist makes profession of having for hie 
object the broad and deep poreibilities of Being vhich 
Montagne would reserve for the philosopher. If this is 
true, ani it seens thet it is, Montague could be celled 
@n artist who is anaware of what he ise Tho difference 





(25) Zhe Nays of Things, ppe 4-5 
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of theme and aim which he though distinguished e philos- 
| gopher from sn ortist really doce not exist. It is an 
unintended insult to an ortist to meke Ais pigments and 
sounds ultinates and to suppose that he is not concerned 
with intellectual satisfaction. Retional satisfaction, 
if wo mean by thet either inductive or deductive proof, 
the artist is not concerned with, but inteiftion remins 
@ way of knowing. ‘The me@ium in which he works is, for 
the artist, mt a moans of expression. It is prociscliy 
in provedure that ort especially differs froa philosophy 
ané £% is on thie one point thet Montague adnite that 
they are preetioally the sama. (24) Montague’s philosophy — 
tarns ont to be a work of verdel art cupplementing © small 
beady of facts with «= lerge body of fancy. Art is not 
facsinile or portraiture, it ic crestive end novele This 
much Montague's philosophy certainly is. Art does possess 
unity ond symootry ond thie the wrk of Montague has. 
What Montame hes called philosophy turns out to be sane= 
thing like a fanciful edifice having science for a 
neatfold. “ithout sclence it could not be mAlt bat once 





(24) Zia 
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the building is constructed the imagination can stand 
alonee : 

It will have becom quite apparent by this 
time thet in the system of Montague philosophy is ast 
primarily soncermed with existence. Thies field he has 
abandoned to the particular celenses. He is an expres- 
sed subsistentialiot end essentialist. As long as he 
hee committed himself to a philosophy of posal bility, 
there is no point in axmesting hin to shoy that the 
possible is actual or that the innginary is reale This 
may sound rother strange couing from a reputed realist 
‘but we hope te show thet realism was not in \ontaguets 
eyes the chief feature of his worke I om inclined to 
believe thet roallsm, in Montague at least, was not 
primarily an escape from idealism but a necessary prelude 
to © repprechement between solenee and philosophy. He 
is not © realiet in the sense of being an existentialist 
otherwise he would have to concern hinself with proof and 
not with founcye 

‘Pinelly, we must remark thet the position which 
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Hentague adopts concerning the nature of philosophical 


kno ledge, thie strange combination of melence, theosophy 


and axt, betrnys a cardinal weakness of every colectic 
view, namely, it fails to mke necessary distinctions. 
48 @ Fooult of this failure it becomes very difficult 


to differentiate in the works of Montague between religion, 


philosophy and solence. If the netaphysics of yesterday 


can become the Physics of tomorrow it is only beceuse mote= 


physios wee Physios oll the time and not metephysies at 
eile All types of knowledge in such a system will altiq~ 
mtely coalesee. Nontague does not seem to have realized 
thise If all knowlaige is tending ultimately to be abe 
sorbed by selence then it seens to me that a philosopher 
gach as Montague was only hastening ani making more final 
the demise of the branch of knowledge which he professed 
to lovee UWitinately andi due to the verifiecstion of the 
hypotheses which he proposes selience would became all in 
ell. In the long run he may heve donc a greater dis- 

service to philosophy then ite professed enemies. ‘ve 


“ae 








a -27 « 


must now set ourselves to the study of a problem in the 

| philosophy of Montague which, in my opinion, indicates 
this confusion in the mind of our philosopher, the problem 

of the classification of the sciences. 
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II 
THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE SCIENCES 


It might be more appropriate to entitle this 
chapter "The Lack of a Proper Classification of the 
Sciences in the Philosophy of W. P. Montague" since 
that is the conclusion at which we will arrive. Mon- 
tague, however, did deal explicitly with the problem, 
though with neither the clarity nor at the length which 
we should wish. He felt compelled to treat the problem 
because he was anxious to assure for philosophy a high 
Place in the hierarchy of knowledge. In order to do 
this one must make some effort to clarify the scope and. 
subject matter of the various fields of inquiry. 

Let us anticipate a rather obvious objection. 
Ye might ask ourselves whether Montague by limiting 
philosophy to the imagining of significant possibilities 
did not eliminate it from the realm of scientific know- 
ledge, the type of knowledge that proves. No doubt he 
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did. But he was convinced that by doing this he was 
simply making philosophy what it, in fact, always is, 
namely, philosophy. Philosophy is not science. But 
if philosophy is not a science it is not unrelated to 
science. In fact, in the works of Montague it is inm- 
possible to conceive of philosophy without same reference 
to science. Philosophy occupies herself with both the 
roots and the fruits of science. ‘Without it science 
would not flourish and yet without science it could not 
become the crown and glory of science. His position 
will become clearer, perhaps, if we keep in mind some 
previous treatments of this same problem. 

It may be stated very briefiy that beginning 
with Plato and Aristotle and continuing right down to 
the present day philosophers have insisted upon two pre= 
rogatives for their mibject: first it has to be treated 
as a science, indeed as the highest science; and second, 
because of its superior position in the hierarchy of 
the sciences, it has the right to assign the distinctive 


ends to each of the special sciences in the sense that 
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it determines speculatively the distinetive object of 
each and what constitutes its specific unity and dif- 
ferentiation from the rest. These prerogatives phil- 
osophers have insisted upon and it seems one of the 
few points on which we find almost universal agreement 
among them. 

This attitude on the part of philosophers, 
however, will be tolerated by other men of science only 
when they recognize and admit that philosophy is really 
a distinct science with a field of investigation proper 
to it and a method of investigation which is its own. 
This recognition and admission will not be given to phil- 
osophy during periods of philosophical scepticism, when 
even philosophers give up the hope of definitely answering 
philosophiecai questions in the light of reason, when 
rational metaphysics is dead. ‘This is the situation in 
which Montague found himself and the consequent hostility 
of other man of science towards philosophers he felt 


deeply. 
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At first Montague and the rest of the neo- 
realists with him were convinced that the reason phil- 
osophy was so dishonoured outside the <uild of philos- 
ophers lay in the fact that philosophy had become 
identified with idealism. The first requisite then for an 
amelioration of the relations between scientists and 
philosophers was the acceptance of realism. This re- 
jection of idealism they reasoned would emancipate meta- 
physics from epistemology, an achievement they considered 
the most notable feature of the new realistic philosophy. 
(1) No longer will the natures of things be sought 
primarily in the nature of knowledge. This was definitely 
‘a step forward in getting the two disciplines on better 
terms and, as we have remarked, a condition fervently 
desired by Montague. 

The rejection of idealism entailed for the Neo- 
Realist a second rejection of what tey considered a by- 
product of Kantian or even berkleyian idealism, namely, 
anti-intellectualism. They were going to seek the nature 
of things by the intellect not by will or practical 





(1) The New Realism. The MacMillan Company, New York, 
peor. This work was first published in 1912. All 
references here are to the 1922 edition. 
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Poasone This espousel of the enalytic method enabled the: 

to reject nll the so-called mystical philosophers. This 

second rejection, hovever, entailed the aceeptence of 

still another position. In MNeo-Realian philosophy is not 

sharply divided from the special sciences. — Philosophy 

does not enjoy a peculinr illumination of ite om in which 
: the true heart of things is made apparent. It, like the 
Special selences, auct analyse, specify and systemtize. 
The Heo'ea lists inaginee that this vould placate the 
Selentists boonuss philosophers woul’ cease to eonsider 
“the facts ond laws of science as dend abstractions or 
mere instruxentel artifacts. (2) 

In 1912 Moatague was convinced thet the realistic 
movement afforded a basis for a more profitable intercourse 
with the rest of the sclencese The problem of philosophy 
‘and science he considered to be problems whose common 
features hitherto had been obseured by a redienl difference 
of method end an incomenourability of terns. He wag 
likewine persuaded tht "as lone es philosophy is simply 
the exploitation of a unique and suprese light of ite own 





(2) Qe oid De 33 
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4t remains either irrelevant to the special scicnces or, 
through ite claim of superiority, a source of irritation 
and an objec!) of suspicione"(S) This irritation hed 

been coused by the petronizing ettitate of idealiem which 
"penevalentiy assimiliteted seeience to a anivergal con- 
sciousness", it hed alice been ccusedé by the antle 
intellectuals who “have eppealed to revelation for insicht 
thet overrulos on’ makes naucht of ali the hard-won truths 
of science."(4) in other wards, Montague sdmits that 
acience had not been beiped by philosophy bat after doing 


‘the work of trath-finding hed been creclousiy assigned to 


head querters isbeled *appearance’® or ‘mere description’, 
where it wag allowed to enjoy the oatronnge of a superior. 
(5) 

This confession of the past sins of the phile 


 @sophers demanded somcthing in the netare of reparations. 


These roperations took the form of a promise to stop 
making the clains that philosophers hed always madee 
The Neo-Seslists would not advance any all inclusive 





(3) Be site De 6 
(4) Qe eit» ppe 36-37 
(5) Abid. 
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canception aunier which eclence as e body may be subsumed. 
It would ley claim to no eyecial revelation, ask no 
| iuminity from the pain of observation end analysis. (6) 
| The claim to endnenes and eathority is forfeited in the 
interest of « more cardial and profiteble assceistion 
with fellow workers in a common teske ‘Phe division of 
the disciplines is held to be of lees significenece than 
‘the identity of the problems and the singlemess of pure 
pose thet should enimte all rigorous seekers aftor 
knowledge. “Consciousness, life, infinity and continuity 
eve genuine end identieal topies of investigation, whether 
they happen to be alluded to by psychologists, biologists, 
| iogiciaus, or by philosophers." (7) 
The @onclusiona of the Neo-Realiets amounted 
to this: philosophy joins henés vith the selences, it 
| elves up ite traditional prerogutives as a wholly inde« 
penéent pursuite The work of the philosopher has become 
Contionous with that of all who heve chormen to Limit 
more ferfowriy the field of their labours. Trae, there 
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(6) qbia. 
(7) bide 
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roaming a 4ifference in procedure betiwen philosephers | 
ang specialists. “ALLosophers eon be looked to far 
bresdta of generalization, for refinement of crltician 
ond for the solution of such pxroblew as ere peculiarly 
gonnected with the linlts of generalization and criti- 
cisn.. Mat despite thia difforence in procedure the 
task of philosaphy ic not radically aifferent from thet 
ef the special selences. It lies on the same plane, or 
in the =e Molde It in a differense of degree and not 
' of Binds a difference like that between experimental 
and theoretical physics, betwoon soolegy and dblolagy, or 
between jurisprudence axd political sciense.e" (8) 

Now, in justice to the leoelealists we have to 
adalt that somo adjuctaents of the exorbitant clains of 
_ Philosophers hac to be msde. Yet there is a point up 
to which a philosopher cen aeke concessions end still 
menain a philosopher but there is a polnt beyond which 
concessions became elther suicidal or at least trans- 
forming. In the latter aituation onc arrives at the 





(8) op. sit. pe 42 
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Con@lusion thet either there is no philosophy or philoc- 
ophy is « science. Sat in elther case we hove witnessed 
the denise of the philosopher as suche -If you are oon- 
tinuccaly and procrecaively forced to cede your territory 
or to give up your rights there cones a time when you 
have 2o property left and whet is mom, no right to any. 
By 1955 Montague was convineed thet the Neve 
Nealists’ position of twenty yoors cerlier led cxactly 
to thir st-te of effairs. The philosopher wes ridiculous 
es © scientist. There wes 20 room for hime It was now 
the scientist's turn to set as p-tronizer. Meta physies 
@8 © simple selene could not survive in the environment 
Gf science. it has to cease to be @ selence altogether. 
thet is what we heve seen Montague deciding to atnit 
haé to be done. It is no longer rational, it is imaginative. 
mat “ontague found it impossible to desert Lt altogether. 
Indeed he was convinced that it was not only on his om 


in itself. “e@ can heer over the centuries the force of 
‘Pistctle's fanous dilemma. Whatever we may say about it, 
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whatever rebuke it hes to pat up with, be At deserved or 
undeserved, whatever accusations we may college againat 
4t, there is to thas an unanswerable retort. "Neta- 
phyaies, whether a gool or a bad thing, is at least a 
_ Becessery thing in the sense thet the urge to it is ire 
7 Pesistibie’.s (9) Montagae's position on that point has. 
not changed. We will try now to see in ~het relation 
| it stoot to the other sciences even when it hod ceased 
| to be a oclenes itself. 
a Por the trafiitional hierarchy of the selences 
Montage substitutes the notion of "the wheel of knowledge”. 
{29) Actepting es he does the Comtian principles of 
Gleseifiestion, he arrenre@ the sciences in an order 
that begins with the sect abstract end generic and onds 
with the most apecific smd coneretce In this seheme 
Mathematics hae the first plsee "becsuse it deals with 
‘the whole setwork of abstract end formal relationships 
Athose of epsce avi number being only the most fomtliar) 
which no poosibly existent antrerse ca: vielatee ‘le can 





. ee : 
(9) Qhe ways of Things, >. 11 
(19) gp. ahs. p. 8 
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imagine the existence of a world without mings and of a 
world without apples, but we connot imagine a world in 
which either 41 appies or Jl minds, if they cid exist, 
could feil to be equal to 20 plug 11 or 47 minan lt. 


_Abstrect, forms and relstions do not enjoin the existence 


of anything, but they prohibit the existence of every- 
thing which violetes them." (11) 

Next to Mathematics is put Physies, whose 
subject matter is the lews or invariant relations comoa 
to <11 form of matter end energy. After Physics conss 
Shesistry, the enphasis here being om the differences of 
sgabstances smi the causes porteining to thea rather than 


“apon the qualities comson to alle The lewe of Chenistry 


presuppose the laws of Physics os those of Paysies pre- 
suppose those of Nethemtios.(1°) After vhysics and 

Chaaistry coms Biology which deals with wot Montague 
eonsiders the most interesting of ai3 physico-chemical 


compounds, protoplesn or living m bstenco. It presupposss 


the lews of Chaaietry and hence these of faysice and 
Mathematics. As living is the most interesting of all 
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(22) bic. 


- J 


oe on a a 


a . el ae 













Ww 


cng ghee wanes 
eS te ¢ ated i > 


mpitiioas off ayy. |. 


>) 


voz ,.eMOPR > 


Pr 


r Inealy “Se ne 
Li ®t enebdemeutjext 





4 





chemie:l prosesses so cougoLoasness 1s the most interesting 
of living processes. An omganiom which hes a sind is not 

jast in the world, it is “m@mre of the world". This peca- 
liar function deserves a specie) argeniaed ingciry wiich 

is Peychology.e The most interesting and peculiar setivity 
of conselous beings is social activity which ereates the 

product called gilture. fils is the realm of Soclolaozy, 

whieh io the isst of the special eciences. (13) 

Zegh of these sclences representa a apoke in 
the -heel of knowledge. But as yet there bes appocercd 
aothine to bind the spokes together. If the witel is to 
go round, the spokes heve to be bound both at the hub and 
86 the rime It is this binding or unifyiag function that 
Metephysics aspires to perform. ‘The ocivious objection 
to ough on aspiration is thet 1t is both gratuitous end 
emeniiose. ho knovs whether there is cay usity in the 
field of science. Are 20% the scientists betior quelle 
fied to diseover this unity then those poople who eail 
theuascives uetephysiciaas? Montague does no% soem to be 





(15) gp. cite pe 10 
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gure. Sut be is sure that when the solentiste have an- 
gered all their specicl questions there reins sone cuese 
tion they hove not answered, vise, “hot is it all cbout? 
What is the actuse of things? where do we come int These 
qtestions refuse to be ignored. They demend an angeer for 
they ere the grestest prodlems of life. A metephysieian 
“ies nothing to lose bat his elaine and he stanés to min 
a warld, a world in which there ie always the posal bility 
of extracting frau the praivets of creative inagi nation 
some nuggets of deep and previous truth. (14) 

Confident that the necessity of asking the 
questions jactifies the underteking of this study, Mon- 
tague binds together the spokes of Ris whcol of science 
in the two mys in which spokes are ueunlly bound--et tho 
hub and at the rim. The hab of the wheel symbolizes 

" gateloey, which is the enalytic ospest of netaphysics 
Concerned with the presuppositions of sclence==the besie 
cmeerts and cetegories which the scientists teke for 
eranted ag Gefining their syecial fields. The special 
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adionticte ere iike good workeen whe ere so bey using 

their tools that they hove little tim or inclination to 
eriticiee ond coa sre then ax mast leave thet tesk to 

Someone Glas. The workers in scienee are so busy seeckine 

te discover the lews that opercte in the domaine of onte- 

gorles ouch ce space, time, enercy, life, mini eané go 
forth, th t they are fareed to lesve to the sebaphysical 
ontologist the busizess of coapering, enelyzing anc systense 
tizing those estegaries themselves. Montague is even bold 
enough to ascert that this inguixy is what Aristotle meant 
when he spoke of the investigetion into the fundameatal 
aspects of “Leing as aich". (15) g 
— Sach an ingaizy Montague considered scaly as 

8 part, and the least profitable port of the “aetephysical : 
enterprise”. Sosides the mote of science, there are ite | 
fruits to be conpidered. It Le the fruite of eclenes that 
Provide tho subjoct mtter of cosmology, whieh ia the 
aynthetic half of setaphyeics. “The setephysician as coo- 
malogist interests himself in the famflanag conclusions | 
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of the sciences mther then in their deepelying sesunptions. 
He accepts the conclusions of the selentist with humble 
eretitade end seeks to piece them together as ‘the pertea 

of @ plotare-pazzle ané gein from their synthesis a bird'o- 
eye view of the universe os 2 whole. CGosmolosy, es thas 
eoceived, Nontame considers as the more interesting of 
the tro sspecte of metsphysice ond its pleee in hie diae 
ere ie et the ris of the "Wheel of Knowledge". (16) 

The wheel, se he hes now completed it, includes 
the generalized, or sctaphysiesl, es well se the scientific, 
or specialized, inquiries into the seture of belnge Une 
fortunately, “ontague’s exposition of thin cuestion is 
very obbrevieted ané he hes not chosen to elaborate it 
further or to cive illastrotions of how these so-called 
metephysionl disciplines function. It seexs that it 
shoald be the kernel of his doctrine on this very impor 

tent point and one ie led to sunpeet thet hie silence 
indlentes thet he did not feel too seexre in this pio- 
neering work. He wes involved in a probles which, to a 
very grest decree «t least, wae just aking ita appeerance 
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in philosophy, namely, the distinetion between the 
philosophy of nature and the science of netare. This 
problem hed gram in ioportanee de to the great ade 
venoes mado in the field of science. Seience was 
meking inroads into philosophy end yet Montbesue felt 
certein thet there were things in netare which science 
with ite spselalized technique could never fathoue In 
ther words selene proves insufficient to answer the 
questions reised by the injulring minge As e@ Neoe 
Realist, Montague did not went to break away from science 
and yet this question plagued hin, namely, "Can philosophy 


-Saintein a continuity with selence and yet resein a dise 


@Gipline distinct from selence?" This was, I believe, ono 
of the sejor struggles in his philosophical life. Some 
ef the Neo-Reslists semed to be destroying philosophy 
in favour of selence. That, Montague was never wepared 


todo and it was one of the reasons he broke with the 


Neo-Realist groupe His finel answer, as we heve seen, 
ie that philosophy aust meintain ite continuity »ith 
Selenco but it «met conse to claim for itself the title 
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of solence. I think it a fair way to state the final 
position of Montague if we say that he wes convinced that 
wo must have @ philosophy of nature as well as a selence 
ae: 

This philosophy of nature Montague has persiated 
in @alling metaphysics, end by so doing he was teiescoping 
two disciplines thet Ind been tradltlonaily kept distinct. 
It would be anfeir, perhaps, to criticise hin too severely 
for failing to ake this distinction. His 1s not the first 
@ase of thie fallure anid he appears at « time when the 
problesn of the relations of the different branches of 

' denowledge is in a very confused state end being recognized 
for the first tise in ite full import. Perhaps it will 
not be aniss here to state briefly thin ancient distine=- 
tion between Metaphysics and the ~hilosophy of |) ture. 

Perhaps the best ~ay to «rasp the notion of 
‘the Philosophy of Hatire is to go book to Greck thoughte 
The Greeks always emsivered the intelligence ad having 
Deen onde for beinge Sut when the intellizence sought 
being ia the world sround md about us it fell upon the 
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sensible flux of changing sineulers, apon unknowable 
decominge Pleto ineisted thet, if wo wish to philscsophize, 
we mast turn our eyes fron thie deceiving flux. We must 
tarn to a world of essences seperated from mterial 
thingse Perhaps ve micht sey that ot thet moment Nota- 
physios spperred. But in Picto there ie no roo for a 
Philosophy of Netare. The material and sensible wrid 
ig open only to that kind of knowledze (sub-seientific ) 
/ whieh he Lobel led opinion. | 
Avictotle, es everyone knows, di¢ not agree 
with Plato. He wae convineed that before we could ate 
tain being ae being in the things of nature, we could and 
mast ottain in them an intelligibility invested in the 
sensible, to know in « demonstrative fashion and as the 
abject of science the things which our eyes seo. This 
would be a scientific type of knowledges, @ philosophy of 
the sensible universe, of chance, of movecent, of beconinge 
The dostrine of Aristotle that emenated fron 
his Gonviction beome claseic among the Sehoolmen. It 
was known as the theory of the three degrees of abstraction 
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or the three eqmeric orders of abstractive visualization. 
4% the first degree the sin! knows an object which it has 
Gisengered from the cingular ond emtingent sovenent of 
Sensory perception, but the very intelligibility which 
the mind grasps implies « reference to the sensible. This 
@egree of abstraction ~=s cmsaidered the domain of the 
Philosophy of Nature. sbove this degres the mind could 
know objeets whose intelligibility did not inply any 
intrinsic reference to the sensible but to the imaginable. 
{Imagination here used as me of the internal sense facul- 
ties_of the soul). This is the dommin of linthenstice. 
In the highest degree of intellectual visualizetion, at 
the metaphysicei degree, the intelligibility of the ob- 
Jeet of knowledge is free from ali intrinsic referones 
either to sense or imnaginotion. (17) 

Yor Aristotle, md even sore for jt. Thonss, 
the Philosophy of Nature (Physics), constituted a universe 
of intelligibility essentially distinet from the mete- 
physicsl universe. ‘fe can erasp intuitively being ae 
being in ail ite intelligible purity and anivwersslity, 


(17) Aristotle, » ste ag “a Bey 1ib 
ica ame os ER 
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end thie is metaphysical knowledge, or we enn ¢rasp boing 
inasaueh so it is held fast by the sensible ani the partie 
oulor, boing in the world of beoaxing, and gach ea knowe 
ledge belongs to the resin of the vhysioa. | 

Bat if the problen was mimmerily solved by man 
like Aristotle ant St. Thoms Aquinas wo must real i 2 
thet the problem for then wes not nearly as camliested 
eg At ie for the moderne. Two new noetic tyres, onach 
' @laiaing to be & scioneo, have ap ared in malerm tices, 
the physico-metherationl (e.g. Hinsteinian physies) and 
the empirlo-logical seieaces (e.g. positivistic seiesce). 
Rach now type ©s it male its sppearmce couned ea cone 
valsion in the treditionnlly sceopted hierarchye Me 
Jacques Moritein hes atterpted to define the reliotiona 
between, and the proper seope of each of the nootic 
types ond Imes sade what appoars to me at least some very 
penetratine observetiona as to tho esusze of the confused 
state of the problen today. The following resarks are 
made on the basis of his observations. (18) 
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Jacyues Maritein, et SO g@sIG, Laver corlie, 
tm Paris, 1906. Sl ere 





“ 








’ A¥vistotle ané Ste Thoms always insisted on tho 
distinotion, of three nootic domains, the sensible real, 
the inaginable ond the trens-sensible resle ‘These three 
are fundamentally different orliers, they are not sta-os 
in the anme genoric line, there is between then a veri- 
table nostic heterogeneity. But sristotle end Ste 
Thomas did not have solence as we have it today. Por 
them the Philosophy of Neture and science were one en’ 

' the neme thing; all the sciences were but subdivisions 
of the Philosophy of Neture. The important thing to 
note in thie ie that thio renlm of knowledge wan consi- 
dered « philosophy, nt first philosophy it ie tree, bat 
knowledge of on ontological type. ‘nnlysis of an empiri- 
Glosicnl type wee lacking in their day or, rimt is truer 
to say, it wes sbeorbed in an ontolocicel type of ame 
lysis. They wors, however, stout defenders of the position 
that there is en intellivibllity in th: sensible, but 
that in themelves these intelligible clenents are not 
the objects of a sensitive operation. iy oye nover per- 
esivea the quelity calor in the way thet my intellicence 
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thinks it, but they also held that mam could never compre- 
head the notion of color without referring it to an expare 
fence of tho sense of aight. 

Descartes hated the ideas on this first rung of 
abstrective visualization. lic wanted to make the rhilo- 
sophy of Neture free from the sense aid demanded for it 
@ pare intelligibility, « ceometric intelliscibility which, 
of gourse, ic no puze intelligibility at all since it hee 
to be referred to the isagination. This, of cmrse, was 
to make ali sciences essentially one. it was a brutal 
telescoping of distixcct noctic worldse ‘het happensd 
here io that a mathessties of nature was substituted for 
@ PRilosophy of Netare and it was around this physieo- 
eatheastics that Descartes attenpted to construct oa 
‘Metaphysics. 
' While Descartes oné his followers were trying 
this oxperiment, expiriolazical science was on the In- 
erease. ut what Kant saw very well wes thet e seience 
of phenomena does not give us ony mechinery for dis- 
eovering the thing in itself and hence the inposal bility 
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of going from it to cotaphyeicd or philosophical knowe 
ledge. Metaphysics was dead, or, ot leost, what is 
ieft is only a philosophy of knowledges Yhere is no 
Philosophy of Nataree The seienees of phenomena then took 
to themgeives an’ for themselves alune the knowledge of 
Sensible nature. Here we meet the direct opposite of 
the position of sristotlee The experinental ani enpiri- 
Ological sciences ebsorb the Philosophy of lature. 

it wae at this stage that the Necelealist 
reaction set ine it is « reaction not only sgainst 
idealiea but also ogeinst the claimn of positive selence. 
The Neo-lealists wanted a philosophy which would make ao 
Glains to essteric information and which would have a 
contiguity and continuity with experimental selence. This 
ig really the Philosophy of Nature. <8 we have seen, they 
insisted that Philosophy is on the same plone as selence. 
This is not true of Metaphysics but it is tre of the 
Philosophy of Neture. Montague especially felt the ine 
saffieiency of science to give any sstisfaction to human 
wonder where man i9 brought fsee to face with the 
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entologicei mystery of the world of metter. mt since he 
See:9 ts be exclusively concerned with the wrld of etter 
i think the judgment mst ve mde that, though he cal led 
his work Metaphysics, in roslity it is an attempt to 
achieve « Vhilosaphy of Nature. 

It is only in light of this Gonciasion that the 
Statenents of Montague and the Neo-lleelicts have any 
meanings Their assertion that the problems of philosophy 
_and seience are common probless is to sae extent true if 
we mean by philosophy the Philosophy of Nature. rise 
totle considered Metaphysics as en independent science, 
not in the sense that it een ignore the other selences 
but in the sonse that the meteyhysieian does not use 
‘Seientifiec facts as the basis of proper metaphysical argu- 
mentation. He uses then for his information and we may 
‘sey that they fill a role in the omer of dispositive 
and moterial causality bat that they never formally, or, 
as seach, enter into metaphysical reasoning. You don't 
have to be @ scientist in onier to be a metaphysieian, 
even though it does helpe lence selones is the first 
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step on the ledéer of knowledge. ‘The case is not the 
Sane with the Philosophy of Netare. It sucht to heve 
m intionte contact with the seience of phenomonn. 
trestioe on “Metaphysics, if Lt is gonaine Metaphysics, 
io Andependest of tho solentifie theories of ite ave. 
Bat @ treatise on the Philosophy of Netnre neods to be 
revised as seience atvences, for ite progress is to o 
@feat decree contingent on the progress of velence anid 
its problems are linked with science, wheress the probe 
lens of Metephyeics are not. The sssertion, then, by 
Montague and the rest of the tNeo-Reclists, thet there is 
® commnity of problems between philosophy ond selence 
ig true oaly on the condition thet by philosaphy we 
Understand the Philosophy of Netare ané not Metaphysica. 
It ie then thet their staterent thet philosophy ia not 
irrelevast to the special sciences is perfectly ander- 
standable en@ elso valid. 
Yurthermore, it seeme to me, we heve to maintain 
an Loco mensurability of method between Metep hysice and 
scienve. The point of reference for the os taphyelecian 
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is tho trens-sensibly real, timt of science the sensibly 
reel. Thot tneommeasurability is not found to mech a 
Gegree in the Philos ophy of Netare bat nevertheless its 
noetic type is different not only from Metaphysics ut 
elep from eupiriological selence. To assert that the 
ohief difference between philosophy end science is that 
ane decie in breadth of gmeralization ané thet the 
other is sore qpecific is not to di frerentiate then at 
ell. 16 1s simply to cosert that philosophy ie just 
@ little more af the same sort of thing as science. 
Monteme realized this leter on when ho sew thet whet 
was heretofore generel science was quickly making 
specific. It is too bad that he chose as an oneape 
go romantic a thing as "prophetic anticipotion’ for 
there is real Mi fforenes in method bot~een the selonces 
ami the Philosophy of Nature. Ani it is when we realize 
this difference of nethsd thet we can eateblish the cone 
tinulty of the two disciplines. 

4 sensible datum can be analyzed in two dif} 
ferent wayo, el ther ontoloricelly or espiriologically. 








” 








In the first case, we hove on seonding resolution to- 
werds intelligible being in which the sensible enjoys 
om indispensable role but in the se rvice of intellicie : 
ble beings In the second osce there is « descending 
resolution towarde the sensible, tovards the observable 
; ae observable. Wot that the mind ceases to be refe:red 
to being but in the sense thet being As put in the 
service of the sensible and obsorvable Innamch os it 
is messurable. In the first case we try to define what 
we find in the sensible by an intelligible essence, in 
the second case by the possibilities of measurement. 
If we eppreciate the distinction, we sre able to realize 
thet one demanis the other, that science desnads & 
PRilosophy of Neture end vice-vereas. “hen Montague ssid 
that urce twards setaphysics is irresistible (which is 
perfectly tre), whot he ‘es really saying wes that the 
arge to « philosophy of no ture is irresistible (»hich 
is elso perfectiy true if you heppen to be «a scientist 
en@ methemetician concerned with the ultinate problens 
of nature, as lontague wes). 
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The fect thet it was really the Philosophy of 

Netare that interested \ontague becames even sare ape= 
perent if we tut recall that the great *ietaphysical’ 
probies in his philssophy is the mind-body relationship. 

_ 4g we shell heve oceesion to point out leter the crest 
work of his life, st least in his own mind, is the 
philosophicel doctrine which he termed *Aninistic 
MeterZalism’. The problem of the reletion of mind and 
body is exactly the great problen of the philosophy of 
matare. Consider likewise the stress thet " ontague 
DPleces on the theory of evaluation. fis philosophy is 
bound up with whet the ancients called the ens mobile. | 
These two observetions «lone are, I believe, sufficient 
proof that, for Nontague, the probless of whet he calls 
metaphysics are inseparable from the problems of matter 
ena chenge. In other words, his Metaphysics in really 
& Philosophy of nature. leing, es he would heve us 
consider it is not being a5 such but rether being as 
arterial end mbject to cimnge. 
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: Let as ronenber also thet Nontague considered 
Cosmology aa the hich point of metaphysics, ite most 
importent departsent. Treditionally it hos always been 
considered a branch of the Philosophy of Weture. Those 
| @bservations scan to indicate thot Montecue has elici« 
neted from his point of view any distinction between 
these two branches of knowledge with the net remlt that 
the problens which Ploto, Aristotle, Averrhoos and St. 
Thoms had thought of es pesulicrly setaphysice1 cre 
@Glininated from hie ayntex and the probleas of the 
materisl warld ae ouch sre proncted to the dimity of 
metephysicsl problems. ‘The “hilosophy of Netare inheri- 
ted the title of her orstvwhile sore honored sister. 

What his Philosophy of Natere is we shall heve 
to weit end seo. It wan the work thet intrigued him fron 
the begioning. This such we can say nav: Lt exbraces a 
great del of the field thet was formerly covered by the 
Physics of the Ancients and it is declt with in the 

fashion thet we have tried to outline in the first chapter. 
Bat before we begin to stacy its specific problens ve 














- Ghell heve to exemine « piece of work which Montague 
hinseif felt had to be done, the methodology necessory 
«to -prevent “niaistic Materialisn. wWontague wes concerned 
_ with the methodolary only as o propadeutie bet it oc- 
 gupied = vory Long period in his life and he is better 
_-s known for it than for the views on Comuology which were 
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LOGIC 
(1) Formal Logic 


Montague's first teaching post at the 
University of California bore the title of lecturer 
in Logic. At that period of his career he was in- 
terested in both Formal and Material Logic. ‘The 
latter was ultimately to gain his chief, if not 
exclusive, interest. 

His Formal Logic was of a piece and bears 
little importance to the rest of his philosophy. (1) 





(1) The chief works which ex professo treat. of the 
subject matter of Formal fears are: The Meanin 
of Identit Similarity and Nonentity, Journal 

= , chology an clientific Methods, 

Vole 5, 1906, ppel?7=-131; On the Nature of Induc- 
tion, Journal of Philosophy etc. Vol. 2, " 
PP. 281-286. This essay was reprinted in The 
Ways of Know pp-99=105, and also in The Ways 
° S ppel/S5-181; A Defence of Causality, 

oce ngs of the Seventh International Congress 
of Philosophy, Oxford University Press, 1931, ppe 
198-202, reprinted in The Ways of Things pp.182-188; 
The er-Syllogism, A Seaagtian or the Syllogisms 
fe) fe ¢ to Special Cases of the General 


Logie of Relatives--The Ways of Knowing pp.935-99; 
The Rainbow Series an 8 ar of Aleph Null, 
Seripta Mathematica ae ry 8 a a Teprinted in 


Tra 1°) 
The Ways of Things pp.189=202. 
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What there is of Formal Logic in his writing shows a 

strong leaning to the inductive method. This wae probably 
| prompted by hic wich to remain as close as possible in 
his philosophy to experimental sclence, sot omly in the 
Gontent of his doctrine but also in his method of proe 
cedure. He attenpted to show thet the price function £ 
the inductive nethod wan the reduction to absurdity of 
all the possible altern: tives to » provisionally se~ 
cepted universal proposition. Induction is treated as 
belonging essenticlly ani exclusively to the indirect 
7 type of inference. Hontague ziver one very detailed 

exemple to illustrete his meaning. (2) We will try to | 
a suamrige it heree It is his contention that every ine 
| dnetive problen, either directly or indirectly, concerns 
the determination of 2 caussi relation. A eousal req 
iation is the relation of universal concomitant presence, 
absence ané vaerintion of teo phenomens. Therefore we 
mist sesume as tho basal postulates of all induction 
(2) that every event has an antecedent and a consequent 





{2) "On the Nature of Induction". “aotetion is fron 
the reprinting in The Vays of Knowing , ppelDl-L0S. 
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with whieh it- is causally or universally related, and 
(12) thet we can enumerate these possible causal rela- 
tions, by the aid of perception ond previous knowledge. 

iet M be a phenomenon whose ceusel reistions 
we are seeking to discover, on’ let 4 be an antecedent 
or consequent phenomenon which we suspect, or provisionally 
ageume, tobe, and which in reslity 1s couselly related to 
Mg we can then clessify the possibie causal relations of 
M with respect to A under five headee This division 
may be briefly stated in the form of a disjanctive »vropo- 
"sition which will constitate the major prasise of a 
typieal inductive syllogism. ‘hus we omn say thet: 

The cease o@ effect of M is either (1) a pheno- 
menon syabolized by X that is related to 4 omiy casuelly 
_ @F by chnnce; or (41) a phenomenon symbolized by 5, © 
or D, which is collocsted with 4 but not indissolubly; 
or (i) @ complex phenomenon symbolised by AB, oC or AD, 
of which A is aa indispensable port; or (iv) a phenomenon 
symbolized by a which is an aspect, phase or degree of |; 
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or (v) A iteelf. ‘the four inductive methods of simple enu- 
meration, difference, agreenent ani concomitant variation 
express the types of particular negative propositions fure- 
nished by experience, and as mich they constitute the eme- 
plex minor prenises of the syllogian and serve to contradict 
oF eliminate cil bat one of the alternatives set forth in 
the major presise. The conclusion will be the categorical 
affirmation of the only sitemative not elimineted. 
Montague next atteapts to show how each of the 
inductive methods is especially suited to eliminate one of 
these alternntives ant thet the eliminetive funetion is the 
only fanction that they could or @o performs To remove 
the possibility thet 4 and M are connested merely by chance, 
: we use the method of sinmie enumeratione We observe the 
| frequency with which M ocears in conjunction with “, and 
compare this with the frequency with which “ might be ex= 
pected to occur with A if they were quite independent. If 
the forser frequency greatly exceeds the latter, we con= 
sider the conjunction to be something more than causele 
Having eliminated chance by the method of 
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Sinple enumeration the next thing to do is to eliminste 
by the method of difference thet M is causally related 
not to 4, but to the antecedents end consequents with which 
4 4s collocsted. ‘© find ceses in which DB, © anil D are 
present when the cvent Mi is absent which moone that the 
aniversal affiraetive proposition "All cases of B, C a PD 
are cases of Ww” is eliminated. 

But here we are still face to face with = dife 
flealty. Suppose that 4 has not been found present in 
absence ¢ Mi nd hence not been eliminated, it becoses neces= 
gery to apply the nethod of agreement in order to decide 
whether bi is not ceussily reiated to a complex phenomenon 
. Sch es 4B, AC or AD, of which A is only a patte The weak 
point in the method of differmee lies in the fact tat 
it ean only prove that A is at least a part of the cause of 
Me By the sethod of agreement we observe that 5, ¢ and 
D gan be simmitaneousiy and successively absent when M 
ené 4 are both wesente ‘This «gsin eliminetes B, ¢ and D, 
Dut 4t eliminates leo the possibility thet . needs to 
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co-operste with them in order to be causally related to 
Me 

It hes now been proven that M is causally 
releted to . or som phese of A eallel Be To eliminate e 
use the sethod of concomitant varistione. If M and A vary 
in perfect concomitance, we know that every vhase of A, 
and not only « perticalar piese or a, is causally releted 
to every phase of Me If ve had Giscovered that A did not 
very with M in eny cenner we should heve proved that a 
and not A is the true cause of Me Or if we found thet 1 
aid not vary directly with A, we should conclude thet the 
conse oF offect of ii was 4 in conjunction with ao. 

The universe] affirmative conclusion is the 
result of mucoessive eliminationus--in the form of particular 
negative propositions furnished by axperience--of #11 but 
one of the altemative aniversales set forth in the dis- 
Junctive major presise as hypothoses.e ach of the inductive 
methods is, «2 wo have seen, adapted to the elimination of 
@ certain type of altern tive. 
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Montague notes thet the method of residues 
which he hes pessed over is omfessedly a method of 
@limination. The joint method of agreement ané dif- 
ference he 414 not consider a separste canon of induce 
tion since he thought of it as nothing but o combination 
of the metho! of agreesent and the method of difference 
where esch is smlicd successively in several instances, 
rather then simultaneoisiy in « single peir. (3) 

It is not herd tosee how this method micht 
be adopted to try to «ive some pleusability to his 
imaginative speculstions, althouch it mast be admitted 
thet in hie icter philosophy, when he gave up, onee for 
ell, the task of proving thines, thet any locical method 


was really out of plese. 


Ceusellty, which he considered necessary if 
we are to have logical sequence, he trios to rove on 
the basis of overvhelming mathemetical probabilities. 
The sathematical overtones in his Loic show that ale 
though he did not capitulate to mathe atical Lorie ho 





(3) Ope sit. pe 104. 


“7 
| 










‘=3o = 
















e . 
ee 
hee 2 qm el aaa ont at cane: 
“A co ieee la hein ens wets «ne Soyecied i 
-~ et to ue seen S tehisins Occ 819 at eoneee 

polite 6 te) jekiics a 1 ke Tyme w oe mae 
comme? 34 Daim of? 2 Speer Ss eee eGR) 

tome Lauwos 2 Citeee iat ar ot nen 
- 18) etsy eine + od yieeeetineds ands gelten 

SE ne mee Oe ee 
\ sit of Petar dy cen outs ney eh bemmie ae 
besittose od ime 31 Meanie yarel@ kewepe enieunigial) 

cof Game 58 vm od ster, piynin tt, wed wit ae Oe a 

antine Mans ie Sam sasaten yaloete: to Sit a cea 

acne as% ao? egal © ante 20: nem tome ae 


=) qroeemens Sveti af dene wealewt | 


& erse) té ress Gt serom pas ae tyal avast 68 One a 
7 » oom 


ty sntp tone nos abt aa eebeien Seat eeeetnen ale 
A: ake Gan kte-ates 62 emcees Om Rie SA 


ae = 











e aa 


Se we a) 


| 





——— — cat 


never seened to be free from ite influence and even 
went so fer ce to ~dmit thet "the problem or problems 
involved in the unification of all abstract science, 
thouch in « sense arising from the ancient disciplins 
of loele, Inve now pessed sroperly enough from the 
| heanis of the philosophers to the henés of the mathe- 
= matichens”. (4) 

Onec Montague hed eduitted this mech it is 
not hard to see that all deductive reasoning hes to be 
reduced to o sories of equations. This he thought he 
could do by the formation of the hyper-syllocism. 
Purthernore, althouch he defended the sethol of deduction 
it is seriously questionable whether or not this sethod 
has any proper piece in the philorcophy of Montaguee ‘'e 
heave secon thet his philosomhy wevered bet-cen two sphores, 
those of eo pirological science and speculstive Loagi- 
nation, between the sensible facts ané the possible. Nov 
it heppens to be the peculiar cheracteristie of the de- 
@uctive sothod thet it opemtes exelusively on the plane 





(4) The Says of Things, pe Se 
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of the intelligible. If this vere not enough to onke 

it en emomiy is the philosophy of Montague, there is 
this further cheracteristic whieh would eliminete it 

fxom a philosophy of possibilities, vice, thet it denis 
with necessery relationshipa. 

This, then, ie the ane point thet should be 
made clear in an exasination of the Formal Logic of | ile 
liam Pepperell ‘iontaguee Sodng clon, as traditionally 
understood, hss ae place in his philopophy and what he 
Cells deduction is really an inverted form of inductions 
This point will pethaps beoom clearer if we exnmine his 
exposition of the syllogism and his eritlolen of the 
APisteGelian formiletian of ite 
| Logie in the sind of cur philosopher is not 
the art or science of thinking or inquiry. It is con~ 
cerned only with the secomi stege of invuiry where proof 
or disproof becomes necesaery. The first stage in 
Solving « problea or setting out of a predicament is 
the concocting of © plan or a hypothesis. in this stage 
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4t is not the reason but the ioagination that ie at work. 
Imagination concoots or crestes or discovers by intuition 
& poeolble way oute [% is then ond only then that reacone 
ing in the proper sense beginse Ite work omaiste in 
ovalucting, sifting, rojecting and confirming the possi- 
DiLities thet have been imagined. Imagization proposes 
end rencon Gieposes. Reasoning is simply provine and 
Logic is nothing sore thin the theory of proof fence a 
emelusion is slways « thesis to be justified by prexises 
which should follow rather than precede the proposition 
in whose behalf they ere invoked. (5) 

We Gan seo immediately that, if there ie a dif~ 
‘ference between the Logic of Montague and Traditional 
Lozie, it lies in Montague's ene on the work of 
the inagination ent the iupextent. etress he pleacen upon 
ite speculations. It is one thing to say thet imaginetion 
tae nothing to do with Logic, but when we meke it the 
besie on which our whole proof rests it ceens to have 
almost everything to do with ite 





(5) Spe cit., ppeSd-i4 
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Another point that euene necessary to make 
Glear is that what Nontague is dealing with here is not 
the syllogisa at ail but rather a type of induction. 
This is not a case of the hypothetical syllogism but 
the attempt to establish a proof by en hypothesis thet 
will explain the facts. It is a perfectly valid pro=- 
- e6dure, the one chiefly used by enpiriological science, 
but it is not deduction. His demonstration rests on an 
hypothesis concocted to extricate us from a difficulty. 
Dedustion tries to resolve all emeclusions into the 
principles of triple identity end separating third, 
which are not hypothetical constructions but the funda- 
mentel laws of all thought. These principles are imown 
by intuition if you will, but they are certain and are 
not hypothetical or imaginative possibilities, the cogency 
of which we establish by -m inductive elimination of 
alternatives. 

The next point th:t Lt seems necessary to make 
in this connection is that a proof is no longer a recoge 
mition of « sheer intrinsic and necessary connection 
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between propositions but the acceptance of a plausible 
or probable Conclusion. Again this te « perfectly valid 
methodological procedure but is not deduction or syllo- 
fistic reaconinge 

The point mde is, perhaps, « ammll one ant 
not too important. It does exphasize this, hovever, 
manely, thet a an who is committed to the method ich 
he tries to establish mey very eosLiy begin to think of 
Philosophy os a group of hypotheses the value and truth 
of which he tries to shor by relating them to facta as 
possible explenations of the facts. That is the sethod 
‘that Wontague adopted in the finel draft of his philosophy. 
IG may not give us certitude, but all he claimed for hic : 
‘Philosophy ~as pleusability. ‘the imagination ie ct work, 
it reslly sterts things off. fven when Nontague gave ap 
Gil «ttempte at proof, he did not give up want he consi= 
Gered the first and most important step in thinking or 
inquiry, the formiletion of vielons which oizht ecooant 
for the world of facto. 
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| When we come to the sphere of Neterinl Lag ic 
| we heve a domain of investigation which Montegue had 
more at heart. ‘This Ag easily under-tendable vecause 
| af ite cloop effilistion ond necessary relationship to 
the subjectemiter of Lpistemolocy, which object our 
philosopher has stated met be cleared up in onier to 
lay a foundation for « philosophy of thingss These two 
@ivisious of philosophy are trested et length in his 
erestest wark, Tho wave of Knowing. Sine the work of 
‘Montague in the field of material Logie is quite unore 
tho@ox we hac better let him speak for himself. 

To Forma Logie the task hed been to try to 
soe how beliefs oan be derived fron other beliefs, whlch 
- im their turn are derived from still others, and so on. 
But this business of berroving oxe belief from another 
Gaanct continue forever, ant ssoner or loter we must 
cone to sum primary beliews that beve for their sourees 
eertein absolate aml ultimate principles. The question 
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mast be reised: ‘heat are the ultimate sources of our 
knowledge? “hat are the comparative merits of these 
sources as sethois of validating our beliefs? These 
are the probleus of Material Logice If we are seeking 
for principles of correct thinking, we cannot remain 
satisfied with miles which do no more than meke our 
conclusions accord with cur premises. \e mmt extend 
our search until we discover principles by which our 
premises oon theugelves be made velide This search 
for criteria of absolute validity ond uoterial truth 
is the mark of Material Logice Material Lazic, then, 
ie the search for the ultimate criteria by the ase of 
which our beliefs can be valideted and true knowledce 
gained. 

Gur ideas and beliefs ean be traced to one 
of more of the following origins: {1) Testimony of 
others; (2) Intuition, which is ot least partly grounded 
in instincts, feelings ani desires; (3) sbstract reason-e 
ing from universal principles; (4) Sensory experience; 
(5) Pragmatism. ‘ixthly ané finally, there are many 
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propositions which we should all agree can be neither 
proved nor disproved by any of the above criteria and 
which consequently furnish the grounde for a sixth and 
negative type of locical theory, that of Scepticism. (6) 


{A) Zhe Method of Authoritarianian 


We seeent on trust nine-tenths of what we 
believe. This prevalence of authoriterianiam oe a 
method of acquiring ond testing truth depends first of 
ll apon the limited nature of individuals and the cone 
sequent dependence of each on the testimony of others; 
and secondly, upon the fact that authority mokes ite 
appeal to the sugeestibility and credulity thet is 
aniversel throughout the humen speciese (7) The woake 
ness & the method emsists first in the fect that 
authorities conflict, and thet there is conseqently 
@n intemal cliserepancy in the methoi which mekes it 
Giffioult of applicetion. The second and more serious 
Source of weskness is due to the appsrent impossibility 
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(6) Zhe waye of ing ing, ppedé-55 
(7) Ope Gite pe 39 
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of tronting authority es an ultimate source of tmth. 
When we ecoopt the testimony of « witness, is it not 
because thet witness possessed superior opportunities 
of acquiring the truth direct through some other sources 
of belief, mch »s experience or intultion? (8) 

If authoritearianisn is «s weak as oil this, 
why does it pereist eo widely end maintain ite hold on 
80 many minds? Nontague «soribes this to four causes. 
(1) Meny eauthoritarians coubine their doctrine vi th 

the sethodologioal theory of maystiolenm and point to tho 
| gthlinity of the doctrine as their basis for accepting 
it. (2) The sceptics help to keep it alive. feving 
tried the cthor methods man becomes befuddied and Lost 
in « gen of Goubt and felis easy victim to the confi- 
dent dogmetict. (5) Sometines an effort is uede to 
link up authority with pragmtism since in omer to 
live we nuct heve Mith in otherse (4) The chief reason 
for the caitinuance of the method lies not in ite iogicel 


but psychological eppeale It ics suited to the intell ctusily 





(8) op. cit. p-59-40 
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lazy onf timid. such people are the natural ami here- 
aitary eneaies of philosophers. Between the tvwo eraups 
there can nevex be poacee Montague does not mean thot 
by refusing to accept authority philosophers refuwe to 
accept the doctrine tuaght by euthority. It is uite 
possible that the doctrine could be vindleated by s.n0c 
ether method. Hie doos not sean either thet in re- 
deoting authority os © primary sanction we mact reject 
it as @ secondary sree of knowledge. It is only then 
there is reason for doubting thet authority need be 
impugned. (9) 
In matters of theory the relen of authority 

hes been crowing weaker since the Protestant Reformation. 

| The spirit of free inquiry ené a recognition of the 
right to think for oneself has attained a strencth in 

| the western world which seems to insure its persanence 

ageinst any possible wave of reaction. In ethics, hovever, 
the authoritarian is still lergely in cmtrole Cone 
Veationel e-siss is mede to depend upon theolory. In 





{9) Doe cit. poet. 
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fact. ethics is only theology reducod to practice. (10) 
Since we are concerned here princip» ily with methodoloscy 
we shill lect the ethical problem aweilt its turn. 

Ye must ack ourselves this question; “hy dic 
Montague choose to clossify authoritarianism as a 
logical method? If hie purpose was simply to repudicte 
St, well end goole That is what should be done to any 
argumente from suthority in the field of philosophy. 
Philosophy is baeed on evicence oni not on euthority 
of ony kind. Sut thet Montague intended something more 
than the elimination of euthority as a primary sethod 
‘in philosophy oun scarcely be denied. He is touching 
the far more difficult problem of tho relationship of 
philosophy ani theology or even that of philosophy and 
relisione When he eliminates or, perhaps bottor, 
discredits euathority it is for the purpose of com tructing 
® naturalistic philosophy to sceorve es a rivel mda 
substitute for relicion. This problem is purely apolo=- 
| getic in «recter and it wlll not be treeted here. It 
@en serve to teach us this auch: Nontague's philow phy 





(10) bid. 
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ie a way of life, ag well as © body of doctrine. It is 
intended by ite onthor «s the final word, eat least as 
fer a2 he is concerned, on the great problems of exie- 
tence. 

This naturelion is aceompenied by a plea for 
ind ividualie=. Yerhape it is ironic that the man who 
pieade for individuelion seens to be unaware that indi- 
viduelism, historically Speaking, always tends to breed 
seepticlam. nd the sceptica, we heve Nontague’s own 
word for it, ere to = erest extent responsible for keeping 
euthoriterienion alive. If we aie to Judge by the his- 
tory of philosophy, Nontacuets Coctrine will serve as a 
promoter of the method he was anxious to overcome. The 
fideiste of tonorrow may not be of the sane ilk as those 
of yesteryesr, but fideists they will be. 


The } od of “yveticLan 


The theory that truth can be attained by « 
superrational end super-senenous facalty of intaition is 
myeticlom. (11) ‘Nontague attempts whet he calls a 
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matarel explanation of Mystician and believed that the 
recognized factars of inatinct and imagination affomed 
the promise of yielding a natural explanation for many 
of the mystica’ experiences. The fact thet we knay 
Little about the mechanian of tho imagination, an’ oven 
less about the basis of instinct, makes it possible to 
indicate only the gonersl lines along which a solution 
might be soughte 

It ~ae his conviction that each of as begina 
- Aife with a number of inherited tendencies, both nental 
end physicale Meny of our likes and dislikes ant of 
our feelings of enjoyment, anger, jealousy, ete., are 
Similerly the manifestations of inherited tendencies. 
He e@von coos so far as to say thet in instinet we have 
en indirect and partial equivalent of a racial momory. 
Many of the intuitions ere direct insights thet seen 
inexplicable es products of ordinary perception may well 
be the exoressions of cmyenital tendencies. dur 
inetincts represent the lifeehabits of our ancestors. 
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Our memories represent the experiences of our om pret 
and constitute an s(ditional background for the intule 
tivo judgments of the moments This Joint systen of 
tendencies derived from inheritance and nenory, without 
Coming themselves into consclousness, lergely control 
our conscious processes an ocensionally con sribute 
original ideas ani happy inspiretiona. when the storede 
up traces of the pert act in thin way, we peak not of 
memory or instinct, but of imagination. “@ all ve 
geome of thin faculty, whose characterintic feature is 

' the swidenness ani spontencity of ite setion. The 
movesents of all creative art and creative thought, all 
expressions of hasour end wit heave their inception in | 
these fieshos of the imginatione The chief difference 
between the mystic ani the ordinary man ney consist in 
this: that in the oniinary man, so long es he is awake, 
the power of insginetion is wealer then the sense of 
perceptual reality, while in the mytie the reverse is 
true. (12) 





(12) gpe cite, De 
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In favour of Mysticlien es a sethod of ace 
quiring knowledge, liontague says thet not only in 
philosophy, bat in ort and even in selence some of the 
most significant ideas and idesie heve originated from 
the intuitions of the mynticse Religion also, or at 
least that belief which ‘lontegue says lies ot the heort= 
of all religion, viza, tuat the sm) of sen can somehow 
unite itself? with the substance of the universe ané 
thereby ettein a vision of truth surpessines anything 
that mere reason or sense can afford, is a product of 
mystionl experiences (15) The wrid-picture which the 
mystic cives enbodies and ankes visible ia objective 
form the hid@on depths of the hamn epirite Moreover, 
to Montague it scened improbable that a single type of 
physicoechenical compound, such os protoplasm, should 
be the exclusive vehicle for en entire dimension of 


‘being such os consciousness. If the cosmos ap a vhole, 


or any integral prt of it, were possersed of a psychic 
concomitant or mind as auch vaster than our minds, as 
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the matter of which it is caosposed is vaster than the 
matter of our bodies, there waild be the possibility 
of @ Fappart between that larger cosmic life and the 
lesser lives of the individuals contained within it. 
The intuitions and revelations of the mystics would 
then be grounded not only on subconscious scenery but 
also upon the influx of enersy from « larger self. (14) 
The life of the apirit therefore aves to the 
mystioe a debt which is imensurable. tut Montague 
frnliy spplies the breke when he says that the peculiar 
. feeling of cortainty which attends the mystic vicion is 
| not in itself a oriterion of objective truth. The easy 
lame ere Mill of people who hove viclons anf intuitions 
of unutterable truths which can be proven to be no 
truths at all by those in possession of thelr facultios. 
Here we uect the sase problem that wo met in the case 
of authoritarianism, nawely that the vieLane of the 
mystics refute each other. Intaltion, therefore, = eds 
the prosaic sonetions of reason and experience. the 


a 





(14) ope ehte, De 58 
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testinony of the mystics mast be treated precisely like 
those ideas tint are derived fro the testimony ff 
others=--sucrcortions which we sre thenkful to receive, 
but careful to substentinate. (15) 

Nontague then cisssifies the mystics into 
two types, negative and positive. The negetive mystic 
is cherscterized by illusioniem, pessiniam, sscetician, 
oher-worldliness and occultio:. Needless to any ‘ion- 
tague rejects this kind of mysticio. He favors, however, 
the so-osliei positive mysticiom in which the inner lich 
is used to supplement the outer licht of common sense 
eng science. ‘uch © mystic turns his vision to a benee 
ficest purpose. “hat is sore to our purpose here is 
the fact thet Nontague asserts that the entithesis of 
positive and neeative aystician hae its application in 
the field of logical sethod so less then in the field of 
practice. There is an intimete anion between ntultion 
enc imagination and there is at leest one kind of in- 


- tudtion thet is nothing but imagination touched with 


@onviction. furthermore, imeginetion is the main source 





(15) Ope clit, Pe 
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of all new idese ond variations, not only in the lite of 
art but in the ilfe ¢f science. The cemory ¢ falling 
eppies ané revolving pisnets simmering in the mind of 
Newton one day resched the boiling point and energed 
inte consciousness fused into the new unity of a theory 
of universal gravitation. this fusing of old actters 
of senory into new forus of imagination is the sane kind 


of process, whether it scours in the selentist or the 


poste The difference lies oniy in the kind of elements 
and in the kind of interest by which the fucion is 
wroughte ‘the poet or artist seeke an affective concruity 
with a sendfold of sentiment, the scientist a cognitive 
congraity with « manifold of fact. The inspirations of 
the sciertist mat be severely tested by thelr extrinsic 
harmonies with o-her and perhaps opposing conclusionse 
This business of comporing the newly-born 
hypotheses of imagination with the established caununity 
of older principles constitates the wark of reasone The 
funetion of reason is not so much to originate as to 
prove. fheeson is the censor of fancy, selecting from 
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the wealth of new ideas those which can successfully 
atend compericon with the old end be made harmonious 
with then. ‘The difference between positive and nega- 
tive mysticiem in the field of loric will thon consist 
in thie: the positive mystic will eceept the fruite of 
creative imagination os meterial for proof, the nega- 
tive will aceept them as already proved. To the pai- 
tive mystic the intuition of « new principle will con- 
stitate en obligation to sub-tentinte ite The positive 
mystic, protected by a sense of his duty to verify, 
can avail himself freely and safely of the wi léest 
vagaries of fency.e (16) ‘Sven in the case where the in- 
taltions sro beyond and above all objective tests we can 


find en indirect criterion which helps in their evaluation. 


The neture of this criterion is psychological or psycho- 
analytice ‘“e should seek to discover the subconscious 


gource of the intuition. If the most esreful seife= 


enealysio revesls no vause of bias, then the intuition 
may be teken to meon that the proposition posserses a 





(26) ape eit. pe 65 
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congruity with e mos of subconscious memories of past 
experiences, and as mich my be accored a certain posi- 
tive logical value, akin to that belonging to a vague 
inductioie Intuition may be defined then not only as 
inmaginetion touched with caviction but also as the 
outeome of gubconscious induction or deduction. ‘hetheor 
its value is positive or negetive will depend on the 
aGequacy end relevancy of the data which generate it. 
Relevant date will consist of prior canclausions thet 
ere logically congruous with the intuited proposition. 
The spontaneous prefere sce which a scientist might feel 
for one hypothesis rather then enother in a field with 
which he is very fanmilier is an exemple of data that is 
relevant. ‘here is such « thing es intellectual good 
teste and we should be illogical not to grant a pre-e 
sumption of validity to the intuitions of experts in 
science as well as in arte The uncorroborated cue sses 
of an expert should be treated with respect. This can 
be said even of the metaphysical intuitions of grest 





















emp he entrees cu trmnindin Se hdl lean 
«ft Cito « eaepeee at ta eieee Bel ceenceee 
aoe s & gue ae fo oP cheb enier wolsal exis 
e~ aac ony Gott G2Otted af gue emttintel  .scgeetnet 
a + epic det anbcatwet Atse Setomud sa seneigenl 
weet )6 ott hegalie? te on baie apiece etee To ae 
asd an ooh Che orbtges wo arseseey- 2h cubes ee 
fi O@Rbe> 2.tte efed att To yoavredes tom quengeie 
teed Gwaibee Pe Sb Geer (ated Qvale 
len écgic 2clomles © Als eowus oem Ot 
Sia Lies? © ol welder care tadien elentan ys epee 
; ah doce alot De el@oe> 2 et tables? yom okt Gebte 
, ~ bomy Santeal need 2 GS & ene Sk CE eee 










Philesophers even though in this damian the chances of 
inedequacy end irrelevance are far greater. 

ligt, whatever we my thiak of ‘ontague's 
including euthoritarianism as one of the sethods of 
Logic, we should aot be surprised at the fact thet myaq- 
tieles is also sumbered among thove sethods. in the 
philosophy of Montague it is ae norml as bresthing. It 
Simply hed to be done to give a foundetion for the great 
streso that he wes to plisce upon the imoginetione In 
_ mp other place docs he give us so detodled an account of 
what the work of the insginstion is. It is nw simply a 
faculty thet is concemed »ith the perception of the 
pertiouler or singuier. It covers the whole realm of 
infre-rationsl ond supre-rationai experience, poetic 
_ dmeight, intuition mc mystical imowledge. if philosophy 
, is not merely retionsi but imginutive as well, he — 
methods of induction end deduction, of eupiricien and 
Fetionelisa will not have the fielé to theuselves elone. 
In euch « philosophicel view it is necessary to 
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incorporate a discussion of imeginetion, viewed as the 
basis of mystician, ints the problem of te genesio of 
knowledge and to trent it es ane of the sources of 
our beliefs. 

it will be easily seen thet what Nontague 
mesons by mysticism in something which covers e very 
lerge field, but the thing that is of most inportence 
®Pr us to notice is that it is the field of daring hypoe 
thesis, be it mthematical, scientific, metaphysical or 
Teligious. Although he calle it the realm of iataltion 
we must be careful not to confound it with the appre- 
hension of first principles. In the minds of the 
Philosophers who aginteln that the first principes are 
the fundamental origins of ali philosophy, os the basis 


,@nd foundation on which we have to baild our philosophicel 


structure, first principles are intuited but they ere 
not hypothetical, not just possibilities but necessities. 
They are not propositions which can be verified or 
denonstrated for the simple reason that they do not need 
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demonstration. Montague might — eo far as to 
proclaim euch thinkers frlise op negative mystics. He 

is juct cs anxious to set some nonerational or non- 
empiricel starting point as was Aristotle or St. Thones 
Aquines, a direct apprehension of beinge Sat beneath 
thie superficial likeness there lies « radical dif- 
feronce. The being in which .ricstotle or Ste. Thomas 

| intaited the first principles of all thought wae the 
very deing before their cyos, that which ise Montague’s 
iraginetive speculation is somevhat different. He starts 
in a stete of doubt, whereas they started in e state of 
conviction. In doatt there are offered or conjured up 
mot necessarily what is but what could bee The werk of 
Logie then becomes the tesk of testing whether «e esn 


“gey thet whet con be, ise Such s nethod exposed during 
the heicht of his osreer appesied so atrongly to Montague 
because even ot this time he realized that soon he would 


be able to claim little else or philosophy. 
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Lefore we begin either an exposition or eritie 
Gisa of Montague's estimate of the value of these two 
logical methods we must reaerk that in his treatment of 
this subject he addreesed himself to an age-old philose 
ophieal problem, and far the first time in this rork o 
traditionel problec is handled in a completely orthodox 
feshion. I do not at all sean thet Ventague accepta 
either the position of retionalism or enpiriciam but 
thet in reading his trestment of this problem one does 
not heve « sense of novelty or the bisarree one feels 
at home in a proble: of this kind. Ke does not ask us 
to accompany him on a flight of the imagination with 
its accompanying sense of unreslity. ere we are feced 
fairly anc squerely with one of the perennial problens 
of philosophy, a problem which is central to any undere 
Standing of the period of Healisn in Lonteague'ts 
Philosophy. We have beeoue very conscious that despite 
the fact that he ia known as a realist, Montague, even 
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if he never became an idealist, became cat least very 
unrealistic. in the context which we are now about to 
study our philosopher is consciously trying to lay down 
a oriteriological foundation for = reelistie epistemo- 
logye Here he deals with the same problems that Plato 
and Aristotle, the Arabians, the scholastic metephy- 
Sicions, Locke, Kant and Hegel dealt with. They are 
not "period problems" in philosophy bat truly perennial 
oneSe The problem of the universal, the problem of in- 
@ividastion, essentialioem and existentialism, the world 
of ideas, necessity ani contingency, analytic and syn- 
thetic judgments, ali will be met with to varying 
degreese 

The two thearies of Rationsalien and Exapirie 
Gism he choozes to treat tozether becouse they ere so 
Glosely related. ‘“‘e sicht say thet the relation is one 
of Gifference or contrast rether than of similarity. 
He adopts the procedure beesuse he is going to eceept 
parte of both in his own theory. It would be unjust to 
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accuse hin of eclecticiom here, because he is really 
trying to solve a problem which neither Retionelism 
nor Empiricism, as such, hes ever solved. 
Rationalism ho defines as “the method of 
proving propositions by appealing to abstract and 
universal propositions"; aupirician as “the nethai 
of proving propositions by appealing to conerete and 
partioular occurrences". (17) The zethodological 


‘problem here is a matter of evaluating these rival 


criteria of truth, and the firet step is the dise 
cussion of the origin and ontologicsi status of 
universals. 


{a} The Universels 





The major question ebout the senesis of 
universal concepts is this: are they furnished by 
the mind or are they derived fron experience? The 
inability to imagine anything but porticulars had 
ied some thinkers to the notion thet we cannot 





(17) The ways of Knowing, pe69 
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conceive of anything but pertiqmlars. lontesgue das 
not agree with this extreme empirical position. Ais 
view ie that although we may not be oble to imagine 

one of the elements of a concrete experience. apart 

fron the other elements or aspects, we can cttend to 
it mor caphatically than to the others and in tmt way 
conceive ite The various degrees of restricting ate 
tention terminates when we fora the concept of an abe 
stznot essene6, guch os equinity oz horsensss. 

The real nature of the process of forming 
aniversals kes been obscured, Montecue tells us, by 
the fect that on important end perhaps even psycholo= 
glecily necessary motive for anelysing a perceptual 
content into ite constituent essences is a previous 
experience of thex in other contexta. ur selective 
attention is unoriginal and it tends to pick out 
quelities thet ere alzeedy fenilicr. ‘This limitation 
in our psychologieal processes has generated the logic 
of nominelisa where denct ation ls emeidered as prior 
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to connotetion. This is for Montague e mistaken tendeney. 
He admits thet we can reach the sbstract universel only 
by a bridge of omerete particulerse ut once we have 
reached it we shaalé reslize thet what is last in knore 
le@ge was first in nature. If th particulers ere the 
Zatio comoscendi, the abstract essence ie the ratio 
egsendi and hence is ontologiceily ené losically prior 

to theme (18) 

This process of restriction or concentration 

of attention by which the miné «rrives ot its knaledsce 
of universsie is usually desicnated by the word 
"edetraction”. In his aindg, although the word is a 
natural neme for the process, it hes proved disastrous 
beesuse it hoe often been interpreted to mean the tsking 
away of one of its qualities from the emerete experience. 
Me insists thet we aust not concider the universel as 
enuother perticuler existing alonraide of the mrticulers 
of experience. It is rether an attribute of the prre 
ticular that is shered by other particulers. The process 





(28) Oho oite pe 14. 
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of forming abstract notions doer not consist in the 
abstraction of anything froas the object, but rather in 
the abstraction of our attention from the complex of 
properties that, as complex, is peonliar to a single 
sense-detum and the concentration of it upon separate 
Properties that are common to meny sense-objecta. 

| The possession of these concepts keeps us 

froa besoning lost in the flux of things. <cur concepts 
became like the seren-league boots in the old fairy 
tale. Dy their «id the aind is enabled to travel with 
the sviftness of thought over the entire realm of its 
experiences. Ths mini of the brute which appears to lnek 
the faculty of forming e=ncepts by fixation of attention, 
is Sabmerged by each successive wave of experience. The 
naman ming is set free frou the bondage of the here ané 
BO, sad, Tising ebove the flux of cxperimes, is able to 
Sarvey ot a single glence the peat and futare, the near 
‘ané the resote. (13) 

a fhe point for losical theory that Nontague 





(19) Qpe cite pe76 
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wishes to mike in regard to the dispute betveen the 
enpiricist and rationalist is this; though one may not 
be able to imagine universals, we can conceive them 

or think of theme The objection of the e -piricist is 
irrelevant. But rationalists are qmuilty of the same 
fault as the empiricists. Both commit the same error 
for they rezard the originally given elements in experi- 
ence as particulars and nothing but particulers. The 
rationalists try to renedy the difficulty by attribu- 
tine to the mind a mysterious power of supplying fron 
its own inner nature the element of universality, the 
enpiricists explain away the universal notions or try 

to conceive a process by which those thines which are 
not universal by some stranze alchemy become fused and 
transmuted into a composite imege. WNontague sums up 

his own position by insisting thet experience is indeed 
originally of particulars, but that each of these exper- 
lenced objects has a universal nature which is as in- 


defeasibly its inclusive property as its unique position 
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in space is its exclusive property. It is the factor 





of spatio-temporal position which constitutes particu- 
larity and mekes each individual numericraily different 
from every other individual. To form the concept of 
a universal it is not necessary for the mind to manu- 
facture anything different from which is siven but 
| only to abstract the attention from the particular 
position of the given complex oni concentrate it upon 
Some one or more of its  usiitetive or non-positional 
Glementse A perbticuler is nothing but ao complex of 
universals endowed with s position in space and time. 
(20) 

Bat it fe one thing to explain the psycho- 
logical genesis of the univergsel concept as being 
effected by «betraction or the restriction of attention 
to m element already present in experience; it is 
another and mich more difficult and isportant thine 
to decide on the ontologlesi status of the universal 
itself. He ~arns us thet there is « mieunderstending 





(20) Spe cite pe 78 
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of the Platonic theory which we met be careful not 

to fall into. He is perfectly willing to accord to 
the universal a subsistence. But we must not inagine 
that the subsistence of universala, independently of 
the perticulars which my or my not exemplify then, 
mecns that universale exist as another sort of par- 
tieulars. ‘fe must not think that epsee is filled with 
abstract qu«lities and disesbodied essences or pos= 
sibilities which flost about like ghosts, invisible 
to us but capable perhaps of being epprehended eas 
pertioulers by superhuman beings or by hamen souls 
when freed from the body. Plato, or so Montague says, 
is partly responsible for this misunderstending of 
his theory, for, in his easemess to e phasize the 
independgence of universele, he sonetines used nete- 
phors which, if taken litersily, would seen to mate 
of them nerely a new kind of porticulars. Aristotle 
was guilty of thie misunderstanding of Plate vhen he 
Geclored thet if in eé@ition to the members of a Glass, 
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the class of men, for exemple, we assume with Plato an 
abstrect universal, man, the following cuestion will 

be forced upon us: ‘het ere the -ualities common to 
the concrete men anc the abstract universal man? He 
tells us that we would heve to assume a third human 
entity, still sore abstract, which ~ill be composed 
only of the quslities possessed both by particulers 

end universele MNontague'’s answer to Aristotle is thet 
the question is « pseudo one ani so is the problem. It 
is like osking “het is comnon to "animal" and “black 
animal" or to 4 and A5e The answer in his sind is not 
@ third something such as K but simply A itself. ‘The 
perticular is not an entity separate from the universal, 
but merely the universe] joined to or exemplified in 

@ given position in tine and space. Every AB is a ease 
of A, but every A is not a esse of ABe Just 30, we can 
say thet every p-rticuler “perticipates in" ea universal, 
but not conversely that every universal perticipates in 
& portiouler existence. The relation between perticu- 
lars end universasls aight be further compared to the 
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relation betw~cen whirlpools and the water surround ng 
theme very whirlpool is surrounded by water, but 
not every body of water surrounds a whirlpoole So 
every particular exemplifies a universal, though by 
no means ¢very universal is exemplified in « mrticular. 
The thinee thet setaslly exist in the spatio-tenporal 
nexus ere to the totality of conceivable thincs aca a 
Gluster of tiny islends to the vast ocean from which 
they have risen. To these islets of cctual existence 
the mind of every enimal below men is confined. To 
man sione is it given to oontempiate end enjoy wi th 

the eye of reason the grext ocean of ideal subsistence. 
(21) 

But if we avoid the difficulty of eceording 
the universal existence as a perticular, we muat be 
eugally on our guoré acainet a misinterpretation of 
the opposite type which would treat universals as 
purely subjective states, dependent upon consciousness, 
end incapable of any meaning or reality apart from 





(21) Ope cite pp.ol08-109 
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consclouanesse The universal as a part or constituent 
of the particular is logically prior to the whole in 
which it occurs and this logienal priority of the 
Universal would not be in ony way explained by loenting 
the univerasl in the mind. ‘The aspects of things are 
not created by the mind, but discovered through abse 
traction or diseriminete ettentione The universal 
nature present in partioulor objects could not be 
Gmeseived unless it were there to be conceived. If 
universale were real only in the ming, particular 
objects would not be composed of them or possess them 
as attributes, but would exist seperately from theme 
This, in Uontague's mind, is inconceivablee A round 
object could not be objectively renal if the attribute 
of roundness were only subjective. ‘The only way to 
Justify the view that universals sre subjective is to 
hold that existent perticulers which contain them are 
also subjective and that whatever is peroeived is 

real only in the mind of the perceiver. 
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in short, the universal and abstract entities 
which Plato called “Ideas”, the knowledge of which is 
obtained by restricting attention to the connotative 
aspects of sensory objects, are quite ae objective 
es the letter; and though no one of them exists as a 
whole in space or time, yet they can intersect or pass 
throuch epace and time, such pointes of intersection 
constituting the cuelified particulars of existence. 
(22) | 

When Montague finishes this defence of 
Platonic rationcslian and oroclaias the right to beliove 
in the objeetive reality of @ realm of ideas which both 
pervades and trenseends the vorild af particular exis- 
tence he is forced to ask himself a further question. 
Can we treat the world of conerete existence as itself 
& part of the idesl world? Is the particular ab ject 
Rothing but a complex of universele? Cen we consider 
the tice and space factors of position ae sdditionel 
universsls? Can the rationaliat go so far es to state 


SOE Ot en te ee 


(22) Ope cht» pe 110 





























“ wi = 





. 
euk@idw dorvwrrds Sea Lnviavine ef’), Oeaie ‘at 
ei Galde ©i wetetnets ost . awe” Belles atett deide 
wy dietcutsen qf o8 soltaatde golselbiéeet ¢ den intds 
lewis eo @ ire wie , seer scored Te atoegus 
Ou oe lo ete os mbes bee poottad ond we 








wes Jeeta a Ooo Gass Bry yunld ve soome a) alode 
anigowetacdes) A ~otee Nene ends Sie coogm fis seer d9 
ehevePe iw 76 oii Get ilenp ear pleut idee 
{83} 


te eovetet «fA? vatd)al sinetoq am 

oveling of Staiy oc eajelorm Sh eoliareiées elewsewt 
“gded delty aagk! bo nibed 2 to Wlleet wrligol@ a st 

omise teteel@iw: “o Siro ¢4) ehngecult? hm Enterta 

efeliuece “tidus © timald tin od Rect? at ot eeemd 
Digssi we eteéele cfeocse & hewn et: State OF e45 
Syste wiselser ss ef alert deal] wi Ve Oe ® 
Wetinnwe on a2) Tohurred Lae Te aeaien « Bet oidaon 
faqolsihe+ «= epieincq tc veetenS coege bes old OR? 
afece of wr 12) 9¢ ©) ésllemiom: eit ed Teiewisaiee 


s 








4 





OL <q <fke scp (28) | 





— 


. ————ee”loT ee 


- 101 - 


thet universelis are the only reslity just as the expi-# 
rieist who claims thet partiqlars alone mko up the 
oréer of being, and that what we call aniversals ore 
mere aameg or words? Montague does not think so. ‘The 
atéitionsl something thet differentictes the particuler 
from the universal is position in space and time and 
whatever has position in space and time hes the capacity 
for interaction snd chance, and henee we ean éefine the 
world of pertioulers as a dynamic end changing system 
standing in sherp contrast to the vest, enveloping reslma 


“of chanceless ivesis and eternel truths. xistence is 


sot @ new quality, which when sdded to the other qualities 
of & possibie object makes it actuel. It is rather a 
Shing’s relation of interaction or spatio-temporel con- 
nection with the totality of other thines. If the par 
tiouler were but = complex of aniversals all we would 
ever do or have to do would be to study the internal 
nature of tts parts, « study which vould be entirely 
qualitetive and intrinsic and this would never cive us 
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the pertioular reole {To eet the perticuler reel we have 
to get down to something thet is relationel and extrinsic. 
| It is only by ascertaining a thing's relations to what 
| is external to it that we cen learn whether it ts in 
3 interaction with the totality of other things and hence 
§ whether it can claim « plece in the sratioetesporal sys- 
tens The merely ideal object influences only the sind 
of hie who perceives it, the actually existent not only 
| the mind but ail other things as welle Yor thie reagon 
| Montagze would deny to the oxtrese rationalist his 
t @lain to reduce cartioulers to universals. Soth unie 
verseals ang mrtieclers are reel; neither cen be 
treated as en sopect of the other. 
| 3 Se aast pause now end see whet Montarcue has 
gone, or icft undone, in hie solution of the problem of 
auniversais end the reconciliation of enpirieism and 
Tetionniies. If the inclusion of the method of myseti« 
Gism amongst the methods of Losic is the first indie 
eation in his system of the place of imagination in 
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philosophy we must sey ‘leo that this atte mted recone 
clliction of retionslie: snd empiriciaa is the fir ct 
¢Gonsequence of hla snialistic mterflism. It is °ll 
right for en outecnd-out Pletonist to insist on the 
exolusive reality & universals, and it is all right 
for 2 stark meterislien to insist on the exolusive 
Teelity of the individusl. The latter vier is, of 
eourse, identical with nominelien. Nor, “ontege 

@4@ not like nominalies. hen he found thet he hed 
uneonadiously slipped into it, he renudisted the 
position. (25) For an intereetionist who ssinteins 
et once both for the resiity end the difference of 
emeeption snd perception the problem in not so easye 
fhe adooting of the position of either extrese reatio- 
nelion or extrese c=pirician is one of tvo thines, 
either it ic s denisl of the problem or on admission 
that it is insoluble. ‘fontegue did seither of these 
thines, he admitted 1t wes = proble=« and set himself 
to solve it. Sat it seecs that sere such sore mast 
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be said for his intellestus] soursce then for his 
cogencye 

The first question that it is necessary 
to ask is whether the problex is posed properly. 
Montague, Fietonist that he is, wanted to assert the 
existence, the real existence, & a universal thing. 
Re wanted to give the universs1 m ontolocical stc«tus. 
Thet is the one thing which no o=piricist would grant, 
and it seeas to se, rightly so. The proble= of the 
universal is rather a proble: of « mode of existence, 
ofan esse. Can the self-se.e thing be in two dif- 
ferent ways? Rationelis«c and expiricis=: ere irrecon- 
Giliable sctherwise. I would esursest that Montague 
poseé the problex wrongly end in a fashion thet rene 
Gers it insoluble. if you Fill, he put the problex 
in the order of essence whereas it should be put in 
the order of esse. How tiie is certainly a centrel, 
and perhaps the central problem of all philosophy. 
The scanner in which it is posed detersines whether we 
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attack the problem of knowledge from an essentialist 

or existentialist view-point. It seens to me that 
Montage attacked it in the firet way and that heppens 
to be a way which mikes the problem ineapable of 
solution. Despite Nontagne's attack on Plato's ~eta- 
phors, it seems to me that Plato was auch too keen a 
metaphysician to treat the probles stherwige than in 
setaghore. He did not want to destroy an evident 
truth, vie., the universal character of our concepts. 
To avoid this he deliberately chose a certain vagne= 
ness and imprecision anc he did aot insist on whet he 
knew to be a weak point. Hence the metaphors. whete 
ever we may think of the old scholastic distinction 

of egse reale and esse intentionele, it seems to me 
the only possible explanation of the proble: of the 
universala. I an convinced that Montague was looking 
for some such salution as this. I as further convinced 
that his ecstecy on the bridge st Derkeley should heve 
given hin the key. There he had erasped the possibility 
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of modes of existence. He failed hawever to spply 

it in this case, the point of ite principal applicability. | 
Sertein of the things which Montague seys of _ 

abstraction heve needed sayins for « long time. It 

hes always been « favorite mictake to interpret «bse 

traction as < means of getting something out of ex- 

pericnce which wesn't there before cabstreetion took 

pleco. ‘iontague reslices perfectly the absurdity of 

gach a view. jut tere algo I believe he gave only a 

pertial solution ant a solution shich will not stané 

oriiiciom. He mintained that the universal was 

given in experience, and that all we head to ¢o was 

to restrict our attention to it and we could form 

general ideas. if it were given in experience ve 

might esk of him: what feculty grasped it? If 

by "“oxperience® he seans semilble experience, and 

in the context I fail to see wimt alee he could have 

meant, then the conclusion we aust drew is that the 

@enses Gan perceive the universal. Thia ig one point 
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on which he Gan never claim to be a Platonist. He 
leaves himself wide open to attack from the ompiri- 
cists here. Their obvious retort would be, "very 
well, the universe] is reduced to « particular, 
becouse the senses traffic only in porticularity 
end they connot, we repeat, cannot, deal with uni- 
versels”. 

Abstreotion is uot the restricting of 
the ettention to one sensible detum, 1t is rathor 
the restricting of attention to something which is 
not e datum et «ll and certainly is non-sensibie. 
®e ean agree with Montague that abstraction is con] 
cerned with eracping the essence. Ye can further 
agree with him that it is somehow in the sense date, 
but I fail to see how we can agree with him thet 
therefore the senses srasp ite If it is in the sense 
data, it is there only as potentielly inte llicible. 
That means, of course, that it is really there. “e 
agree with Montasue. Sut if it is not songible eané 
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fa intelligible, then 1t is the intellest that has 
te grasp it and not the senses. Montague fails to 
mention the faculty which does the ebetracting. He 
Peally did not have to, if the essence or nature is 
given, ae such, in sensation. But if it is not, md 
here agein the eupiricists seen to me to be richt, 
- then some other facalty has to grasp it. Aristotle 
| qam well aware of this end so were the mediceval 
 goholastics. Montague simply disrecerds ite Aris- 
tote realized thet the neture was given in sensation, 
bat only potentially, and that the universality was 
‘never given. The scholasties further realized tit 
the universality was a mode of existence ané n& a2 
thine. 
ete: Montague thought thet if he adnitted thet 
the universality were contributed by the mind that 
idealien was inevitable, for then the essence or 
neture wes 4 mented construction and nothing resle 
This is not the inevitable canelusion. Provided 
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you maintain thet the natare or essence is indivie 
Gualizeé outside the mind and that ell the mind does 
fe to make possible the existence which we call uni- 
wersality, you do not have to maintain that the mind 
ereates the essence ani hence you can still be a 
realist even though the mind is responsible for anle 
versslity. It see=s to as that the poeition vh ich 
Montague edopted ~as one open to attacks from the two 
positions he tried to avoid, nominaliem and idealian. 
Once he begins to say that the universe] is given in 
> gensation the nominalists ean show thet universelity 
fe one thing that oxverionce never cives. once he 
begins to attribute only subsistence to the essence, 
St ceeses to be real end the idealists cove ine [Ile 
@oul4 have avoided both if he posed the probles in 
the order of esse and not in the omer of essences 
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of the judgment, especially of the universal and so- 
@alled necessery judgment is one of the chief probless 
of Materiel Logic. There ic a clone slliance between 
the opinions on this question end the opinions on the 
gonesia am otologies1 status of the universal. ‘There 
we saw threo opinions outlined, those of the rationalist, 
the onpiricist and Montague’s ovm. The sane holds true 
beres ‘The proble: is not fo much concerned with the 
origin bet rather the validation of necessary judguents 
end their cosmological significance. 

Every judgment and 211 propositional rele- 
tions according to Montague may be resolved into the 
basic relation of Mientity. He does not mean, of course, 
that evory jJudguent. or proposition is ultimately « 
teutolosy- Identity, in @ proposition, is never more 
than partial identity. (24) “very judgment expresses 
a duality of conactation in its terms and a unity of 
@enotation in its copula. ‘te denotetion is empidered 
a8 closer to the being or reslity of a thing tien 
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eonnctation and this is prettily ani conclusively 
show in our language forms, for the word meaning 
to exist is also the word for the copule. It will 
be the denotation, then, that will give = object 
not merely aembership in a oless wut a position in 
a sexics or 2 plece with regpect to othor objects. 
We aight expect at this point that vontagre would 
@isows the judgzont of existerce but hu leaves that 
problem for epistemology. Hse is moze concerned here 
with the type of world which corresponis to these 
universal ami necessary juégnenta. Dut first a 

word as to how they ere deriveds 

duke In the sphere of mathemtics it is easy to 
gee how wo derive our universal propoaltions from 
pertioular cases. It is simply by abstracting the 
Relation of equivalence as it scours in particular 
@ases, in exactly the sase way as we derive universal 
ters from particular teris by abstracting the nature 
@f a thing from the particular space and tine in 
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which it occurs. If seven beads and five beads equals 
twelve beads, oven a child can see thet the relation of 
equality does not depend at oll upon the concrete 
- teteriel of che illustrations, vice, the beads. He sees 
the idestity of 7 plus 5 with 12s such. ‘The saze 
holds true in the feniliar gconctrical diagram by which 
it is show that the sun of the angles of a triangle is 
@qual to two right angles. This treth does not depend 
at all upon the relative or absolute lensth of the 
Sides tet sinply upon the properties of Meledean parae 
Zlels and upon the three-sidedness of th figure. (25) 

in the non-mathesitical sphere our universal 
 ga@igeente do not appear as salfeevident or necessary: 
we believe then because they are rendered more or less 
probable by inductive reasoning from a nucber of partie- 
‘@Ular experiences. Such propositions then sre only 
cont ingent. 

“6 Gose How to the probles of the coumolagi- 
@al significance @ universal and neceseary propositions. 





(25) The veys of Knowing, pe 86. 
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The conneotions betveen things ae expressed in propo- 
@itions appear to be of two kinds: {a) necessnry, 
which we cannot imagine tobe felees end({b) contincent, 
- which can be imagined to be false. The expiricist 
holés thet all relations are in reality of the cone 
tingont type end that necessity is merely e subjective 
feeling. Rationalists hold that even the propositions 
which eppear to be contingent ere in reality necessary. 
The worlé for the capirleist ia an agererste of brute 
an@ividuel facte vhich sinply happen to be whet they 
are. The world for the rationalist is an interlocking 
system, sll the elenmts of which are what they are, 
ené ere related ee they are, by absolute necessity. 
What is the general evaluation and adjustment of the 
rationnlistic an€ expirical nethota of attaining 
trath? 
Montague, os wo have seen, comuitted hinself 
to the position that universals sre at once inmanent 
end transeendent in respect to the ex'!stential systen 
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of partioulars. He thoucht that Retionalism wes richt 
in meinteinine thet every continzent proposition con- 
teins an’ presupposes propositions that are necessary. 
Bat enpiricien is right in denyinc thet particulars can 
be reauced to univerarls and that emtingent propositions 
_ @an be reduced to propositions that ere necessary. The 
world is like « woven ved in which the warp symbolizes 
the necessity ont the woof, contingencies. Nationealisn 
end Dapirieisn are complementezy criterie for the dis- 
govery of truth; noither can be substituted for the 
other; seither can contradict the other. It in the 
function of expiricisn to discover through indnetion the 
universe) propositions tiet ere Implied by the malysis 
ef any group of concrete fucts. It is the funetion of 
Retionsiian to Giseover through deduction the porticuler 
Gonsequences implied by the <ynthesis of «ny group of 
abetrout propositions. | Pare eupiricisn gives af unre= 
lated groups of nacturel lawse But the pure exnpiricist 
is subject to the possibility of unchecked errors end 
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andiscovered contredletions lurking in his various isce 
lated cogbrines. Pure sotdoneiien gives us logics] ané 
oothemticoel systaie of caowejaences which miy be wholly 
irrelevent to the fects of existence. “hen the tro 
specie ere goinec, the enpirleist furniches propositions 
inplied by facts, oné the rationalist tekes the propoe 
aitione newly-disesvered by the expirleist, canbinee 
then with the propositions slrendy ecteblished, ond 

tron this anion of old and new, of gonerel ané specific, 
aedaces conorete consequences. It is then the turn of 
the enpiriciss to verify by observetion the hypothetical 
deduet ono of his rartner. Moreover, they not anly sid 
esch other positively, but cerve ac cheeks upon ech 
obher*s errors. There exe four staces in the complete 
Lngueth veedoduett ve eyele: (1) the orlcinal experiences 
that set the problem and the imiginins of « hypothesie 
which sees promigine; (2) the combinntlon of the new 
nypotnests with previously aecepted principles; (3) 

_ dedue tion, from this combination, of its hypothetiecl 
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consequences; (4) the vorificstion of these consequences 
by further experience. (26) 
We cennot help but feel thet Montagne is richt 


in his insistence on the. importence and even the necese 


sity of combining the tuo methods. Cortainiy it ics the 
deamon sense view and the only one that will ever to 
justice to both feot and the necessary lowe of beinse 
It in, moreover, the only way that any proarese wil be 
meade in the philosophy of nature, which we heve seen is 
the sphere thet Nontarue is ultinetely interested in. 
Here of necessity knaledge of the ontolozical type mast 
be colisted with that of e:pirfiolory. I know of no 
better woy to sum up this seetion on rationalise: and 
eapirician: than to state with Montague, “Juct ac an 
animel organism neede tivo sets of organs, one for sce 
quiring food, the other for digestine and essimilating 
at, co it is with the organism of science. The onpirie 
cists ac aire the food of science, the rationdliste 
@igest and assimilate it. “ithout food in the form of 
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new focts and laws, science would die of hanger, but 
without the ability to cesimilate its laws into ita 
aystem, science would die of indSeestion. If science 
ia to avoid both starvation end dyspepsia she must 
see to it thet she possesses both ompiriciste and 
rationelists". (27) 

| if enything were needed to corroborate the 
conclusion of our previous chapter, vice, that what 
Montague was working at and striving to achieve was 
& philosophy of natere and not se metmhysicr, here 
we have that proof put in his own words with all the 
explicitness desirable. The philosophy of nature has 
this close depend ence on experimental selence. “ith 
metaphysics it ia another «attor. 


(¢) the -ethod of iregsatsm 


we must restrict ourseives here to Montague’s 
Views on Pragmtien as a method in Logice Pragnatisn, 
in his mind, is charsctericed by certein fundamental 





(27) Spe cite Pe 180 
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stendpoints which constitute its true meaning and sige 
nificancee The stendpoints are three, futuriam, Prace 
ticalisn end Reistivicn. 

Pragnation teste beliefs by the eamsequences 
She® flow from them in the future. This spirit, Montae 
gue recognizes is rife in the world todey. Sut there 
are cortein obvious limitations to an exclusively 
futurist attitude in selence. The pragmatic futurist 
telis us thet the truth of a hypothesis is primarily 
Gepencent upon the consequences to which it loads 
rather than upon the extent to which it copies present 
reality or hermonizes with principles established in 
the paste But one objection to this theory is thet by 


far the greater number of such theories are adaptations 


of principles established in the past. A program of 
social reform which is without any historical sanction 
is almost certein to fall, so a hypothesin which is 
opposed to or even unconnected with the great budy of 
sciertific laws already in our possession is doomed to 
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Slmost certain sterllity. The steady sdvance of 
science has been due to the utilising of its post 
echievements. “hy disregard the lessons already 
learned? 

The second objection to futurien as a 
soientific method rests upon a tmth often overlooked 
by the pregsatist. There is always a reason why a good 
hypothesis yields fruitful results for the future and 
that reason is ite ssreesent vith the present stracture 
of reality. The pragzatiste often speak ae though they 
had told the whale story when they polat out thet a 
hypothesis gives go0d results. They do not feel the 
need of asking why the results sre goode A theory to 
then is like s key. It unlocks the door of the future 
and revenls to us the feete thet were hidden. As a key 
is good when it unlocks a door, so 4 theory is good or 
‘true when it vill help us to a future discovery. mut 
when e key unlocks a door it doos a5, not by chance, 
but beceuse its structure is such as to conform to the 
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structure of the lock. So also whon a theory yields new 
discoveries it is because it confoms to the fects as they 
are. Unthudasm for the future should not blind us to the 
fact that it is and must be based upon the present and 
on the peste 

These objections do not mean, at ell, that 
nothing of value or isportence recmins in the theory. 
The objections sre serious but by no means fatale ‘The 
obligation which the aclentist feels towards Long-esta- 
blished principles and theorfes, ang the duty he ls under 
to mske hie new hypotheses to eecord with them, is 
measured by the extent to which the evidence on which the 


Older theories were besed in reecacnired ea euthentices 


If new evidence conflicts with the old, new departures 
in the wey of hypotheses are justified. In short, 
futarisn as « mothod of logic is valid to the exsent 
thet the consequences of a belief, thouch they cannot 
constitute its truth, can reveal ite They are its ratio 


sognoscendi, though never its ratio esrvendl. 
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Pragmatiam in the form of practicalianm ape 
plies more specifically to the problems of lorical 
sethode Montague sums up his eriticiam of this view 
ine dilesaa. "The olsim that a new logical criterion 
resulta from interpreting trath as the satisfaction of 
needs is either an innocuous truism or a dengerous 
paradox. For the needs to be satiefied are either 
Cognitive or non-cognitive; if the former it is obe 
vious bat not enlishtening to say thet their satisface 
tion constitutes the atteinment of truth; if on the 
other hand the seticfxction of non-cognitive needs is 
asserted to constitate the attainment of truth, the 
assertion is important but palpably false.” (£8) 

If thought has orisinsted fron practical 
needs, why should not preetics1 needs select its sub-e 
Jeot matter and control its application? To deny the 
legitimacy of abstract probless or problenas ebout the 
netare of the universe on the ground that thought mode 
its first appearance in racial and individual life as 





(28) The ways of Knowing, ps 157 
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an instrument for solving very concrete and very prac- 


. tical problesas of conduct, is like denying that we 


shoule use our fingers to menage @ pen or to play ea 
musical instrument on the ground that fingers oricinatod 


_ Brom the peoullerly arboreal needs of our animal ances- 


torse (29) As a theory of lorcical procedure, the dre 
trine of biolociceal precticelian is of value to the exe 
tent thet it ic used positively «s a supplesent to the 
interest in trath as such rether then negatively as a 

substitute for thet interest. ‘fe should use “nowledge 


- bat mot at the cost of forgetting to love ané enjoy it 


for ite ovn scekee (30) 

Feletiviesm hes developed from the msaeticalist 
conception of the method of attaining and testins truth. 
The pragnatists ere in strong sympathy with ethicel 
Utilitarianism. If the momily good is the expedient 
or eetisfactory in the way of conduct, then elso the 
logically true is the expedient or satisfactory in the 
way of belief. “s Utilitarionis= in ethics means a 





(22) ope cit. pe 158 
(30) D2pe cite De 159 
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relativistic ec meeption of the good, the pragmatic ex- 
tension of Utiliverianisn to loric will meen © reietie 
vistic conception of the truee The essence of each 
theory is to deny that the good and the true, respec= 
tively, possess «ny absolute content apart from the 
interests of individuala. (21) 

How, slthough Monterme is viliins= to coovede 
thet relativies in the theory of volues is both use« 
fal and volid he feels cure that the extension of 
relativity to the field of the true ic flee. It is 
felse becmse of the ifference between the gool ond 
the true. ‘The good is the attribute which we eseribe 
to objects insofar ae they satisfy our needs or decires. 
Teath is the «ttribute which we sseribe to our idess 
om judgsenta insofar «s they sgree with reality. hen 
we seek to reclize the good we strive to chenze the 
reel into the ideal «nd «uke the environsent eonforn 
to our desires; but when we seck truth we heve the 
contrary cin, tint of moking our ideas and judgnents 





(SL) ops cit. pe 161 
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conform to the real. (32) “he adjustment between the 
individuse] enc his environment which is the sonl of the 
cognitive interest in truth, is an «@justment in which 
the environcent is the primary and independent veriable, 
the individual's idess and judgeents being secondary 
ani dependent for their validity upon the asreenent 
with objective fact. On the other hand, the coal of 
the conative intereat in the good is an adjustment 
between the individuel and the environment in which 
individuel desires end sentisents eaistitate the 
primary end indepenéeat variebles, the environment 
being secondary ond dependent for its soodmess on its 
agreement with individual needs. The cosnitive equi= 
Librium of truth is cosmocentric ond sabsalute, the 
comitive equilibrian of sosdness is anthropocentric 
ena relatives That what is resily, and not merely 
apparently, good for one may be really, end not merely 
apparently, bed for another is for Mantacue sound 
ethical doctrine; but to claim thet what is reolly and 





(32, j De Cite, Mel SZ] 535. 
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not merciy apparently true for one may be really and 
not apperently false for another is very unsound logice 
Idees are true when they conforn to ebjective facts; 
but facts sre good only when they conform to subjective 


needse (33) Hence what is tree for one, is true for all 


and onge tre, always true, apply not only to sll ab= 


stract and non-existentinl propositions, bat to all 
ather propositions insofar as they are made thoroughly 
unambiguous with respect to the time and place of the 
feets easerted. (54) ‘ 

Prom the preceding remarks, taken prinecipsliy 
from Montame hingelf, it ts quite evident that as far 
as iogicel sethod im concerned ‘ontarzue hes such more to 
Sey aginst Pragmatism then he hes to say in its favor. 
He revesis himself as a serber sf the richt wing of 
humanistic pragmation, but this version of pracnatisn 
delones pretty well to the practionl onlere In the 
speculstive order, or in the order of locieal theory, 
he reveals himself as an uncompromising opponent.e One 





(33) Ope Cite ms 162-165 
(52) Ope Gite De 164 
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cannot help but comend Montague for his stand here. 
Praguatian does reveal iteelf as mich more revolue 
tionary than evolutionary, with s contemrt for the 
past end a rather unbridled attraction for the novel. 
The hamonian in Montague asserts itself here ani he 
anmasks some rather urvarranted essumuptions made by 
praguatian. There is no discontinuity in history, 
either political history or the history of ideas, ond 
we do not build the future except with the post as a 
basis. This was pertly the sim of lontague's apolocy 
of the past end he did the task very welie 

Shere is one further point that we have not 
noted before and which must be said of Montague. He 
had a very orlerly ming and he is able to present a 
Poeltion, either one which he favors or one which he 
@isapproves, with a great deal of clerity end with the 
implications ef the position neatly and loeieally droon.e 
‘This is aceompanied by no little skill in refutetion. 
He sensed the weaknesses of an opponent's position and 
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his rebuttals carry the air of finality. It loads me 
to believe timt he is for more skillful in the recope- 
nition of philosophical errors than in the construction 
of a solid and goasistent philosophy of his own. 
Montague, @s we heve seen, did not conform to any 
Gefinite school of philosophy, at wast not one in which 
he could feel perfectiy at home with any of his conten~ 
poreries. Controversy was the air he bresthed. I sam 
Still convinced that he is on exeuple of a frustrated 
searcher after wisdom. He knew thet no one man with 
whoa he moved hed the answer and he eould show with 
ereat skill why they did not, but he was not so sure 
of himself cithere 

One final remark about his attitude towards 
Pragnatisn, a renark which is intended to show that he 
at least wes sure of one thinge Montacue was cuite 
sonscious that in the realy of philosophy anerchy was 
almost iominent in the United Stetes. He tried to 
stom that tide and he did it in the aseeald way and 
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thus fulfilled one of the great offices of the sages He 
insisted on the absolution of truth and for once, at 
jeast, broke into the realm of pure metephysies in his 
trentment of the transcendents1 character of the true. 
The cood he insisted on regarding as relative but he 
Temained edamant on the point thet truth is absolute. 
He will not pemait our deelsions of sclentific problens 
to be controlied by our practionl interests or by our 
@potional fears and espiratioas. Perhaps he is here 
echoing the views of Cherler Pierce, his tescher at 
Herverd and the man he would rather be like than enyone 
@lse he ever mete (35) They are one in insisting thet 
truth is fixed anf absolute, the idesl limit towards 
which ell thought is inevitably approximating. 


The Seepticisn 


Mentague has now examined what he considers 
the five positive methods of attalnine truth but he 
has still to face the proble: of scepticion whlch 





(35) ¢ ions of an Animistic Noaterialist, pe 158. 
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denies ttmt sny or °il of the five methods of deriving 
ideas and justifyins beliefs can sive gonuine knowLledcee 

There sre four ercusents thet the seeptics 
have efivenced as justification for their position. we 
shell try very briefly to sumwrize Montague's aceount 
of these ergucents. 

The first argument is the historical one. It 
ie besed upon the appsrent inability of people to acree. 
Thies is especially the ease with philosophies! or funda= 
-mentel questions. Here there ic = hopaloss diversity 
Of beliefs onongst those who are regerded as experts 
no lees than anong oon in general and these opposing 
tendencies hove persisted throuchout she history of 
Philosophy. Hence, the seepties conclude, these problems 
will always remain insoluble. 

Nomtame argues thet the plicht of philosophy 
fe not nearly so bed ae it seems becouse the course of 
history vould seem to justify the seeptie in saying 
Smiommms, not femorebinus. Sut we met conclude that 
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what ‘ontacue offers in plseee of sceptician here is 
certainly neither concoling nor compensatinge 

Zhe second argesent for sceptician is the 
@ialeotical one. Here we are faced with the “antinonies” 
where tho aisd seess forced to admit that a solution of 
the problem is ispossibie. This negative attitude ceens 
a counsel of despair and ie ouly justified if the posi- 
tive solutions of the proble: have ail been diseredited. 
The positive solutions sre three in aumber, the myctic's, 
the pragaatist's and the ¢axion sense solution. ~“e have 
seen enough of the first tivo to realize that Montegue 
would reject thes for in one case reason is defended at 
the expense of sense, ant in the other sense is defended 
st the expense of reasome ‘Selecting verhaps the sost 
famous of all. antinomies, vige, that posed oa the problem 
of motion, Mantague tries to illustrate thet antinomies 
ectucily do not involve 4 oonflict of reason and sease 
and thet consejcntiy the dielectieal argument for 
seepticien breaks downe The argument is the famous ane 
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used by Aristotle and consists in showing the rele tion 
of tine to change or, as Nontague putes it, the reletional 
Gharacter of the clesenis of space and time. This argue 
sent io suffleteatly well known to justify our omission 
of it here. 
“@ mast conclude frou these ronerks that 

Montague wes anxious to discredit seeptician but hia 
Closing remarks sre rather inconolusive. fe evidently 
thought thet the coanon-sense argument wae one possible 
objection to seepticias but he ¢id not seen to be 
perfectly convinced of its worth. te tells us that if 
we feil to solve a problem that the failure is no proof 
of the probiea's insolubilitye (36) It nmounts to the 
seme position as his conelusion to the historical arga- 
mente ~@ might be forced te say ignoramus, but not 
Agnora>iqus. 

| The sceptics propose as their third defense 
the physiolocicel argument. This ies based upon the 
Dhysicsi and physiological conditions of perception and 
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(36) the Yeys of Knowing, pe 181. 
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Gerives ite strencth fron the hapeleenly indirect 
eherecter of the proconces by which thines and events 
opetisily exterts) to us com to figure as ob Jeets 

of oar experience. The objeot in itself, says the 
sceptic, asy be entirely different fran weat it ane 
pears to be. Montacue's anmwer to this is thet we 
oan proceed by © coueericon of perceptual deta, to 
measure the errors and eaborretions due to the pore 
eceptusi cechanian, end thus et@-in te a soneeption 

of the objective oriexr of uetore which, st least on 
the quantitetive side, possesses a prebebilite ape 
proaching tertcinty. It my be further peinted out 
to the seeptic thst Aim sreceent is etaltified by 

the fact that Sie conclusion ecutradiete the presises 
by whieh it wss proved. ‘The seeptio ~ho ases the 
physidleriosl srmusent begins by assuming the existence 
of ether, air, nerves ond breine (“a uses thece media 
to shor that any given perception my aisintersret ite 
Mjsets. te concludes that all knowledge founged on 
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perception is doubtfal.e He should so on to Say, 20=- 
sording to Montamue, thet therefore the physical and 

| physiological eoneestions on which his argusent rested 
| are @)uelly doubtful. ‘hen he does this he euts the 
| eround froa under his own feet. The general conelu« 
sion we must drew is that the only way to prove one 
proposition doubtful is by sssuming other propositions 
. which are not doubtful, from which it follows that the 
: seeptio's atteapt to prove all propositions doubtful 
; is bound to be self-contradictory. This lest enewer 
is the logieian's answer end it seems to m2 to be the 
soct telling of all as well as the one with which we 
ere primarily concerned here. It does not shor, snrs 
Montague, that the Gonelusion of the sceptic is untrae 
bat it is © refutetion of the esvepticts erginents in 
Support of that conclusion. 

I believe tint Yoctague points out here the 
chief weatk«ees of ece ticiem. ‘ot only is trere a 
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patent contredietion involved in te sceptic's clain 
to have proved that you ean prove nothing, bat it 
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aiss begins by presupposisg thet come things are true to 
prove others invalid, and drews the umarrented conclue 
sion that sil propositions are invelid. It seems to 
point to the fact thet san in thinking must begin with 
some certainty, some act of faith in the reliability 
of his organs of knaleige. If he does not, he fos to 
cease thinking. As ‘rietctle ssid long ago « seeptic 
mikes hisself a vegetable. The only proper attitade 
for such @ person is thet of silence, sot only verbal 
but even nestal.e Man juct e-n*t endure scepticisn ant 
if we were looking for en histories] ergusent ageinet 
it we could easily show that the most violent philosophie 
Cal resections heve always been against sceptioisgn. 
That holds tme frou the time of Sserates and Plato, 
through St. Augustine and Descartes and is being manie 
fested by the disciples of Marx today. 

The psychological arsament in favor of 
scepticism Montague considered the most radical and 
far reaching. it concerns the problem of causelity. 
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The seeptic says we een be sure, if at «ll, only of the 
present mocent. The sceptic declares thet all connece 


tions are easuel anc that there can be no rational sroand 


for belief that they will continue to be repented in the 
future. ‘Yontegue admits that the sceptic mey be risht. 
Bat while ad=itting this poseibility he cloime the right 


to entertein as sore probeble the opposite hypothesis 


thet connections ore esuesl. het the unvoryingly ree 
current sequences which lews oxprees are casuel cone 
nections between intrinsicelly and indevendest events 
is infinitely isprobable.e ‘*e should choose overwhelming 
probability instesd of infinite Laprobability. 

| Se eee here that what Montague attexpts is 
& stetiaticsl and o theuntical refutetion of the con- 
Clusions of time. It is rather difficult to say whether 
ead not this wes intel leetueily satisfying even to 
| Montague. The problea of caneslity is a problem which, 
at it is to receive any eetiefeetory solution, must be 
"put in a different context then thet in whieh the . 
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enpiricist has pat it. If we secept Hume's storting 
point and exions we are bound to agree with hime 

These famous philosophers were very losienl men and 

they con @raw oat the losical conclusions of their 
prenires with great skille it ia & aystery to se why 
Vontegue in thie esse chose to disregard the retionalist's 
effirmtion of first rprinoipies, of which causslity ia 
ORD. True, he did employ the one method of refutation 
which can be euplayed in their defence, the reductio ad 
ebsurdua, but it seeme thet his sttitade towards scep- 
tician is thoroughly eonsistent with the rest of his 
Philosophy. He wonts to find universals in sense experience; 
there is no suprasensuous experience or setivity shich he 
Goes not regerd as mysticieng he wanted his philosophy 

to stey on the ievel of experimental science. I suge 
gest thet on this level esusality has to remain a casual 
or fortuitous connection. It is putting the probles of 
eausclity in an imoroper context. “here there is no 
metophysics, end I'm sure -@ have none in Montacuets 
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treatment of scepticism, the problem of causality 

is not going to be solved. In as philosophy of es- 
sences and mere subsistence it is difficult, nay, 

it is impossible, to explain facts as a result of 
causal relation. 

Here I am led to believe that vontaguets 
statements which are mde in The Ways of Things (37) 
have to be teken as the position which he hed always 
accepted. No knowledce which the human mind can ate 
tein is absolutely certsin. This is a more far flung 
conclusion then any we have yet seen. He gave up 
lookins for certainty in philosophy. Here he gives 
ap looking for certainty even in science. 


Conclusion 


Did Montague outline a logical theory which 
he adopted as his om? Thus far we have seen him ale 
ternately prise and condemn each of the six methods 
which philosophers heve adopted. But a philosopher 





(37) pp. 49-51 
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cannot rensin for long in e st te of indecision; he aust 
adopt sone position. ontague believed that if we took 
each of the six methods and compered it with each of the 
thers there would enerse the possibility of co-operation 
between them. The oothois taken together are capable of 
beine cocbined in a synthesis in which the distinetive 

‘principles «nd functions of each ean be preserved intect, 
bat in such a way nc to supplesent ami complete one 
enother. In short, he sttecpts s federation of the 
sethode. 

In ea federction there is always cooperation of 
effort oo: the prt of diverse bodies or entities to- 
gether with the siuission thet there is s special and 
proper fieid of operation for each of the federated bodies. 
The question then in whether there sre domains of objects 
whioh we sicht ell the private property of certein of 
the <ethods, bat which domaine are also subjcet to croup 
@ontrol when the interests of the eroup ere at stake. 

It is the mestion of the control of private property 
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in the interest= of the common good. Ie there possible 
@ perlimentary sechenis. in the renin of logicrl metho? 
Montegue's answer was in the effiraative. To effect it 
he thoucht that he hed to divide cnowable objects ints 
five Gooning. i. The “onmein of objects and events that 
can be experienced only by other minds than our one 

Ze The deal domein (a) of ultimate and non-instrumental 
values, (b) of a supposed altisate and ineffable truth. 
Se The domiin of commensurablie md abstract relations. 

4, The domain of porticcisr facts and concrete relations. 
Se The doanin of individeal ené social conduct. It is 
Sontague’sa coatestion that while sll of the logicel 
sethods are spplicable in sase «acssure to the investie 
gation of ench of the aboveenentioned do wins of reality, 
there is over end above thia senere] applicability e 
speciel applicability of each of the five positive 
methods to each of the five domains; to the first domain, 
authoritarianiam; to the second dossin, nystician; 

to the thir! domain, rationslias; to the fourth domein, 
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@apiricianm; to the fifth domain, pragmtiame ‘Sceptician 
will tenper with modesty the otherwise dogmatic confi- 
dence of sach method in its casigned domaine (38) Whot 
the position smounts to is thie: each method has ea 
domain to which it is primarily opplicablie and in that 
Gonein it la the only method primarily anplicable, but 
these fects do not inply that the results obtained by 

it are slwaye valid. Other methods are secondarily 
applicable in the provisionsily alloted privete doneins 
and serve as aystens of shecks and balances. 

Zhet is Montague'’s comlusione “hat is wut 
Cmelusion going to be? It seesn to me thet it must be 
this: elthouch Montague cave to espirleism the highest 
place in the federstion of methods (39), that place 
should have gone to seepidelm. He still elings to the 
position thet “no knowledge attainable by the human 
mind is absolutely certain. Syatens of beliefs in all 
of the five domains are, and mast always be, open to 
Tevision. Even if one and the same judgement could claim 





(98) Ops Gite De B25 
{39} Bp« Site De 250. 
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the support of the five positive sethods, Lt would ace 
quire thereby, not certainty, but only « high degree of 
probability".« (40) A working hypothesis is the best we 
ecm ever achievee Since we must say it, our conclusion 
is thet Nontague'’s contribution ie a negative one. 
Finally, I think we must add that \“ontague 
gonfused the probles by not liciting ite authority and 
myaticism have no plsee in philosophy. This is especially 
true of authority, but it is aleo true of intuition which 
is beged upon exuotions or feelings Such experience is 
not philosophical but poetic. ‘“urtinermoxre, Montague's 
chief concem with pracentism seems to be in the realm 
of morality. low morality poses « very difficult human 
problen. You can treat corals philosophically and have 
the so-called science of ethics. ut ethics does not 
meke men good, virtucs doe A man can be e very good 
ethicist and still be vielous. us philosopher, the best 
that can be done is to point out the truth of practical 
judgnents. ow Montague, or so Lt seems to me, places 
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7 the probles of morals in a non-philosophical context, in 
the realm of being good, rather than in the realm of 
knowing the truthe Ethics, as such, is a speculative 
ecionce, dealing theoretically with mrecticai problems. 

It is formselly speculative and only materially practicsl. 
If we study Ethics os ea sclence, pragmatiem has Little, 

if anything, to do with it. 

| If we eliminete authoriterienisn, mystician 

end pmagnatian, we com pretty close to the crux of the 
problese “ill it be eapirician or rationslism? Here, 

I think, Montamme is exactly richt in his conclusione 

If one wishes to ohilosophize, instead of insisting on 

@ Giejunction of these methodic, he should insiet rather 
on their conjunction. A realist cannot construct his 
philosophy a priori on the basis of some psrticuler fact 
selected by him, as Tesesrtes id, or on some definition 
@ principle erblirarily laid down by him and whose canse= 
quences he develops ingeniously. A philosopher mast start 
fron the principles apprehended in the concept of being 
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whose Gogenay consists wholly in their evidence far the 
intellect. That fact wos proolaimed meny centuries ago 
by Parmenides, but positiviste of every age have refused 
to acknowledge ite But the stuff or the mtter of 
Philosophy is expericonce md the simplest and amet obe 
vious fects. Experience mist be the starting-point from 
which philosophy rices to the causes sné crounds which 
constitute its altimate explanation of the facto. This 
is e point that extrem rationaliau from the tine of 
Parmenides hes refused to grante ‘The federation of the — 
two methods is essential if philosophy is ever to pre- 
sent to the mind the natures of thines. Montague in= 
Sists on this. Direct perception and intellectual de- 
éxetion should go huad in hand ani give to one another 
loyal end continuous correboratione (41) 
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EELSTEMOLOGY 


The epistemological problem, which Uontague 
ingisted =as like a apeck of dust in the syes, was to 
prove e rather difficult problem to salve. ‘Neerly all 
his early writine, together with his controversial 
‘writing, wee in this field. This ws quite in order 
beomuse he was declaring hisself to be in favor of an 
e@pistesclogiesl theory which, as far as American 
philosophy of the tims wes concerned, was both new and 
aunvelenme. Montague iabored at this problen, almost 
exoelusively, for more than thirty yeors, ané dobte 
lessly has been quite instrumental in bringing Realisn 
to its present honored status in scerican philosophy. 

At the close of the nineteenth century, there 
was almost no interest in Reslien in American philosophy 
Whet work was done in ite favor was both fraquentary 
ané of little influence. Idealism was everywhere 
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reapant and was enthusiastically preached by men Like 
Royee and Howisone ‘The atmosphere of the univers tics 
in the days prior to the advent of the new Realism was 
one that was curiously out of touch with common sense 
ani with scolenc@e (1) The tenor of the courses in 
philosophy waa to convince stuilents, in the first place, 
that Serkeley's concextica of the physical world was 
esecrtial to philosophic truth; and, in the second place, 
that it wes a kind of truth which, when accepted, anic 
no ensential difference to any p:rtieuler belief. The 
net result wus the luprossion that philosophy was a 
eombination of the paradoxical and the uninportante (2) 
The first cecade of the present century, however, 
aihoeien & Ghengese it was a time of insurgenee and 
revalt in American philosophy. Jemes end Dewey enter 
the lists agsinst ideslism. Janes was sroused to revolt 
principaily by what he considered the metephysical and 
peycsholociesl faults of the doctrines of idealism; Dewey 
concerned himself chiefly with the social and nethodalo- 
gieal weaknesses of the iderlists' systems. Sut aa yet 
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there had been no thorough examination of the epis= 
temolosical problem. In 1910 the six new Realists 
published a common essay, "A Program and Platform of 
Six Realists". (5) One of the precepts that they laid 
down for themseives was that of isolating problems and 
the tackling of them one by one. The first that they 
tackled was the epistemological one. They wanted to 
study the relation between any knower or apprehender and 
any object that he knows or apprehends without prejudging 
or even raising the question as to the ultimate nature 
of the apprehending subjects or of the apprehended 
objects. (4) 

The historical significance of the new realism 
appears most clearly in its relations with naive realism, 
dualism and subjectivism. (5) At a later period in his 
life, Montague was to add to this trinity of conflicting 
epistemologies a fourth, Relativism, which he considered 
not so much a positive solution of the problem but rather 


a negative means of evading it altogether. (6) Now, 





(3) Journal of Philosophy, No. 7, pe 393 


(4) The Story of American Realism, pe. 235 


(5) The New Realism, p. 2 


(6) The Ways of Knowing, p. 237. cf. also The Ways 
or Thies. Pe ve 
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Montague was of the opinion that before a new doctrine 
eould be established it would be necessary to make @ 

place for it by attacking its rivalee (7) Consequently 
the first thing we simil have to do is to review lan- 
tague's estimate of what he considered the false positions. 


{1) The Method of Objectivism or iiaive Nealisn 
The theory of naive realism conceives of ob jects 


as directly presented to coneclonsness ant as being pre- 
ciscly what they appesr to be. Nothing intervenes between 
the knower and the warld external to him. Objects are 

not represented in coneclousness by ldeus. ‘the theory 
conse uentiy makes no distinetion between seeing and 
knowing; things are just whet they seems (6) In a world 
where there was no such thing as error, this theory of 
the knowledge relation would remin unchallenged; bat with 
the discovery of error anid Lilusion comes perplexity. A 
more mature and esreful cosperison of Lilusory objects with 
objects of the ordinery Kini makes the position of this 
primitive form of nalve realiem too difficult to retaine 
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The observed relativity of the ob jects of Lilusory exe 
perience to the one experiencing them leads to the 
conclusion that they are loerted exclusively in the 
minde This brings us to a second stage of naive realisn 
which is the epistemlogy of comuon sense. (9) 
The technical weskness of common sense realisn 
consists in the fact that the eduittedly real objects of 
; our experience ean be shown to be (selectively) relative 
to the minds that know theme As a remit there erises a 
third form of amive realism which tries to preserve our 
Comaon sense from the artificialities of dualism and 
subjectiviame (10) This new theary is called "relativi-e 
stic” or "new" objectiviame 
Relotivistie objectivism does not deny that 
there ia an absolute and objective truth independent of 
eny belief or judgment. 1% eontents itself with holding 
thet the concrete ob jeota of perception ove thelr neture 
_ . | %@ the relations in which they stené to the individuals 
a who perceive then. It expleins the relativity of 


LLLP LLL LL EL 


(9) Tho ways of Knowing, pps 259=240 
(10) ope GLb. poe 2410242 
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perceptual experie sce in physics1 rether then in paychie 
eal teres. To Llilurtrnte: the reletiviotic objectiviat 
would contend thet tho converging raile, which an obe 
server on the rear pictform of a trein sees, sre as 
physiod, external and ob jective «s the perallel relise 
Bagh polir of rails, horever, ic reictive to a context 
rather thea independent and ebeolute. The eane raile 
may be in one context perallel, in enother convergent, 
in aasther, perhaps, divergent. The whole elteation 

en be expleined in ters of purely physics] or optiesl 
lews without invoking any peychic factor. « photoe 
eraphio piete substituted for the human eye would «ive 
preotionlly the seme reowlte (11) 

The objections which Montague sees to this 
poattion exe fairly obvious ones. The diverse appeare 
ances of the sase thing in different contexts always 
presuppose « single prixery syaten of events which ooe 
cuptes ® Single aneguivocal position in objective apacee 
tine. The whole series of merely perspective 





(AL) Qpe Gite, de 243 
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convergences can be explained as the simple optical ef- 
fests upon differently situated perciplents which would 
be produced by « single pair of really perallel rails. 
Moreover, at least som of our cognitive essertions clain 
to transcend the context in which they oeeur and to eon- 
fer upon their objeets the status of absolute existence, 
end it is precisely the nner of our knowing these 
objects thet is the point at isgue. “ontague, therefore, 
concluded that objectiviom of this kind leeves the epise- 
temolorical problem unsolved. Let us exasine the next 
type of theory to see if it can do betters 


(2) The Nethod of Dualten 


The considerstion of the proble= of error has 
isG to the abandonuent of naive realism in favor of 
d@ualisne This theory is exemplified in the philosophies 
of Descartes and Locke. According to this theary, the 
mind never experiences snqythine extemal to itself. The 
sense data and their causes ore numeriesily separate, 
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that is, they are capable of existing independently and 
varying independently each of the othere (12) “het we 
perceive is held ts be only s copy of what really exists. 
Vhereas naive realism thoucht of conselousness as oa 
light which directly illanines the extraeorganic world, 
Guelian thinks of consclousness as a painter's oanves 
or a photographic plate on which objects in theaselves 
imperceptible are represented. (13) ‘The grest advantace 
of @uolisa is thet it perfectly aceounte for error ent 
illusion. The great disadvantage of it is that it ape 
pears to account for nothing @ise The only externel 
world is one thot we gen never experience. (14) Hones 
the assumption of extre-experiential causes for intra- 
experiential sense-data in both useless and untenable. 
This fect bas led the majarity of philosophers to edopt 
the position of ideelism os, to cnll it by « less 
@ulogistic and ices ambiguous tera, of subjectivian. 





(12) Spe Site De 49 
(28) ho New Realign, pe 4 
(16) ops eits De 6 
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(5) Qubjectivicn 

This poeition involves leavine out the world 
of extraement<«1 objects, and scontenting ourselves with 
a world in which there exist only minds and their steatose 
There can be no abject without e subject, no existence 
without a consciousness of ite To be, is to be perceived. 
This theory is episteuologicslly monictic and hence agrees 
on this point with the view of naive realien. It holds 
the precentative rather than the representative theory 
of perception. It agrees with the secon? position of 
@alion in reeceréing ali perceived objects es mental 
states. (15) 

Montague gives a partly logical and partly 
historical survey of the successive applications of the 
mbjectivistic principle. In all it embraced seven stages; 
the subjectivity of unresl objceta; the subjectivity of 
sense-data, or immediately percelved objects; the sub- 
jeotivity of the secondary qualities; the subjectivity 
of the pricary uclities; the subjectivity of apsce and 





(15) Ibid. 
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time and of the categories and lews of nature; the sub- 
jeotivity of the sround of oar sensations, and the ree 
ducti on of the many transcendental selves to one absolute 
@elf. This final stage is super~solipsisam but, scoording 
to Montague, it is forced upon us if we adopt the sube | 
jeotivists’ principles (16) 

Innemuch ae sub jectivion wes the ¢ ainant 
philosophy of the day, it «fforded the chief resistance 
which on innovating philosophy such as realism had to 
overcome The reslistie polemic was consequently 
Girected prisarily against subjectivistic philosophies. 
Bit Montague tried something noree He attempted a ree 
interpretation end reconciliation of the methods of 
epistesolosy just as he had dose with the logieal methods. 


che Realistic Polemio 
Aeoording to the new Realiste all subjeetiviste 


suffer from © corvnson complninte Yhe ontoloeienl dife 
ferences thet seperate men like PFichte, ferkeley and 
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Pearson, are overshedoved by the epistemological error 
thet unites theme ‘The escape from subjestivism and the 
formulation of an alternative that should be both remedial 
and positively fruitful, constituted the central pre- 
eminent issue for ony realistic protagoniste (17) It 

was prior to ell other philosophical issues ani entailed 
the defence of a few positions. 


(1) The Imiependence of objects 


Ail realists are agreed that the primary meaning 
of Reslien is thet things do not depend for their exis= 
tence upon the fact thet we erceive them, and that 
consequently they can continue to exist even when no 
gubjeet is pereeiving them. It is opposed to the doctrine 
of “no object without = subjeot". (15) ‘This repudieted 


dootrine they called "the egowcentric predicament". (19) 
This predicament consints in the impossibility of finding 


eonything that is not knowte Now the realists vere quite 
willing (they hed to be) to admit the impossibility of 





(17) The Hew Rowlism, ps 10 
(18) Carrent Misconceptions of fealisn, Jourmeal of 
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@lininating the knower without interrupting observation. 
They Fealized further thet there was a peculiar diffi-e 
culty of discovering what characters things possessed 
when not knowne Wat they insisted thet when this situation 
is formated as a proposition concerning things, the 
result is either the redundent inference that all known 
things ore know, or the false inference that all things 
are knowne The former then is no proposition et all and 
its use results only in confusing it with the second 
proposition which involves a pebitio principiie ‘The 
falsity of the latter proposition lies in its belng a 
use of the sethod of agreesent unsupported by the mothod 
of difference. It is impossible to argue from the fact 
thet everything one finds is known, to the conclusion 
thet knowing is © universal confition of being, beeause 


“it de impoesible to find non-things which are not nov Ne 


The use of the method of agreement without negative cases 
is o fallacy. At best the method of agreement ia a 
preaiaionry ald ts exact thought, and enn throw no light 
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whatsoever on what can be meant by saying that knowing 
ip a condition of beinge Yet this sethod, misapplicd, 
is the main proof, perhaps the only proof, that has 
been offered of the cardinal principle of idealistic 
philosophies--the definition of being in teras of 
consciousness. (20) 

Montague ic not to be caught in the opposite 
error in methods You cannot prove directly by the 
method of difference that things thet ere believed to 
be reel do not seen to depend on the fact that they 
Gan appear es objeots of perceptual or conceptual ox- 
perieace. To denand such of the realist io unfair and 
abeurd. “We ennnot look et a thing before we see it or 
after we have seen it and note whether our seeing it has 
changed ite appeerance. Yet, it does not foliar bee 
cause an objcot's independence of our experiencing it 
eannot be proved by the Method of Difference that, 
therefore, it cannot be proved by some other mothode 
St23l less does it follow that the ideslist's hypothesis 
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(20) The New Realien, ppe il~l2 
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of the dependence of objects upon consciousness is 
impliei by the fect that when objects are observed, 
consciousness is always presente 

The presence of consciousness tosethar with 
the objcets of which we are conscious ie merely a 
tautolocy whieh leaves the dependence or independence 
of the ob jeots en open question to be decided by ine 
ference from their behaviour while under observetion.e 

‘The situation is ancslagous to the one in 
which ve find the stars always present together with 
human effeire. If we wish to refute the astroloser's 
cleins thet humen effaire depend upon the presence of 
the stars, we cannot do it by removing the stare and 
teking note of whet then heppens. what should be done 
is to seek confidently to show thet there are no con- 
stent or causally significant co-reletions between the 
behaviour of the sters snd the episodes of ments lives. 
In the sameway the realints ean seek to show that tho 
helevieuw of sbjects when coepresent with conscionsness 
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revexls no constant or causeaily signifiesant correlations 
with that conscloussess. ven the setrolocer, whetever 
his ob.er Pollacies, dves not rest his cese serely upon 
the izresediabie co-presence of the course of the starn 
and the gourse of human affairs. tat the idealist, 
whatever his other virtues, does incline to rest his 
eese upon the mere soepresence of the two terus in the 





vious that neither the objects of ordinary perception 
nor the more recondite objects of science show by their 
behaviour ony signs of being affected by their presence 
in ecomsclousness. They come and go as they list, and 
while our experience and ite ehonges depend lercely 

upon them and upon their changes, the converse ia not 
true. There is not one of the invariant relations or 
"lawe” of physical nature that depentis for its reality 
upon the sere fect that it is or ean be experienced. (21) 
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This first position thet Montague defends 
is whet he hes oslled “existential reallem". By de- 
fending it he was reverting to the common sense which, 
he snintained, ideslis= had rejected. This, of course, 
was one of the principal cime in the reslistic reforn. 
Bat there was another type of realism which he felt 
bound to accept. It is what he called “subsistential 
realion". It is in this field that we meet what we 
have referred to es the Platonism of Montage. The 
essence of what the doctrine snmintained is pretty well 
sammed up by saying that “some, at leset, of the ensences 
or universale of which we are conscious subsist when 
we are not conscious of them". (22) 

There le a twoefold independence which the 
aniversals enjoy. | They ere independent of the pertie 
Gular things in spece and tice which exemplifies then 
a9 instances end they are also independent of the minds 
which contemplate then. Thay constitute in and of 
themselves a domain of Being whieh is not only 





(22) IDkA, pe 2355 
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indepentiont of the world of existence but superior to ite 
(23) The favorite designation of Montague for this realm 
of Neing is the world of "“subsaistents”. ut because he 
is definitely Plutonic on thie point we mast not infer 
that he woe in compiete sccoré with Plato. ‘The world of 
subsistence is sot confined to the logiesily generic and 
ethically eulogistic abstrections which Plato haé most 
in sind. The subsistont includes everything that can be 
made an object or topie of discourse. It is the sun 
total of oll malities, reiations and netures. I[t ine 
Gluces all prodicates except the pseudo-predicate of 
existence; all connotations exeept the paeudoeconnotation 
which is denotetiong cil essences exeept the peeudo- 
essence of substance. Only thet hich differentiates 
thirty real dollers from thirty imaginable doll re is 
exciuéed from the meaning of aubsaistencee (24) 

| Plato hed treated the category of subsistents 
eae if they were another set of existences spatially 
renovea from ordi nary reelity. But Montague was of the 





(24) ope Olte ppe®71-272 
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permasion that to treat the category of subsistence in 
such a fashion was to frustrate its seaninge Yot there 
resnined a serious proble: for him. If we refuse exis- 
tence to our abstract essences how are wo to preserve 
their objectivity regardiess of whether they are exen=- 
plified or contemplated? In our present cmtext this is 
the all-important problem. ast we adopt Aristotle's 
position and abandon the theory of forms as possessing 
the right to « substantive md transeendent status and 
bring them down to earth as edjectives of existing things? 
Montague thinks not. He believes it possible to retain 
the Platonic priority end substantiveness of essences 
and at the sane tise to exhibit their anion with the wrld 
of existence. in orier to do this Montague treats us to 
one of his speculative visions, a hastily constructed 
fable in schesatisn, a groping attexpt to indicate the 
genersl direction in which we should seek to understand 
the nnity of the resin of subsisting essences with the 
realm of existing substances or thingse (25) 

His suggestion is that instead of following 
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Aristotle am! bringing the Idene down to earth, ve should 
| bring the things of earth up into the realm of Ideas, 
no by interpretines existence as an essence but by exhi-= 
biting it as an interensential relational structures (26) 
What the sugrestion snounts to ls this: we should eonsider 
the world of things ae persutations or perspeotives of 
| the totality of essences; all the possible permtations 
¥ _ Of perspectives have not been realized nevertheless tiere 
| is en indeterminate, une ding, evolutionary trend towards 
more anc more realization of the possibles; and there 
| is a check to whet will be reslized, beesuse there is a 
linit to what is possible. Subsistence, with aémirable 
generosity, will permit us ts choose from lis infinite 
storehouse any system or petterm no satter how akin to 
Common sense. But when we have exercised our liberty 
@né selected one set of postulates, then we are cone 
fronted with s structure consisting of the stern and 
unalterable implications of just thet portievlar set of 
postulates; exch structures ere absolutely indifferent 
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to our perceiving thea or to our pragmatic interests 
or wishes; the world of pure forus and their relations 
is even less plastic and amenable to our wills than 
existence iteelf. 

Subsistence then is necessary, but not safe 
ficient for existence. As such, it passesses a veto 
power enguriag the nonexistence of all subsistential 
incosagatibies but not ensuring the existence of one 
compatible rather than another. We can be certain on 
subsistestial crounds that there will sever exist a 
roundesquare, or a dozen apples that Ls not coupon ed 


gf seven apples and five apples. “e have, howver, 


no subsistential warrant for belleving that either 
Squares or spples will exist et alle ‘The structures 
of subsistence are the beds end benks of the river of 
existence. They furnish no water, but as unmoved movers 
they control within limits the flow that is furnished. 
(27) 

Tsis rather tedious digression into the reclm 
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of subsistence hes been underteken in order to clarify 
the point that ‘iontague insists upon, vice, the indee 
pendent reality of essences. He firmly holda that 

7 plus 5 = 12 is entirely explained by the natares of 
seven, of five ani of twelve, and not in the least by 
the nature of consciousness. The "egocentric predi- 
oament’ applies as mich to and means as little for 

our knowledce of forms as for our knowledwe of partie 
euler fects. “hether the foras are numbers, or non- 
quantitative qualities like blue and yellow, their re~ 
lations ené configurations exhibit a complete indif~ 
ference to the fact that we are conscious of theme It 
is, of course, tre that whieh of the forms, or which 
of the events, o man will experience at any moment will 
be determined by the confiition of his orgenism and even 
by his memorier an¢ interests st that moment. But the 
function of these subjective factors in selective rathor 
than sonstituitive, and the objects themselves are to be 
explained in teres of their relations to one another 
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and nw in ters of their relations to the process of 
selecting theme 


(2) The Presentatire Theory of Knowl edge 


Montague bad Go establish the independence of 
the jects of knowledge, be t oy existentiel or sub 
Sistential, in order to refute subjectiviane tut it 
would be of littie worth os far ss reslism we concerned 
if the net effest of this victory was to susrentee the 
_‘wiamph of epistasolozies] dualian. It would only be a 
little while ontil duelisn would again turn into oube 
deotivies. History proves that point. The sane problem 
would have to be feced all over again ané no procress 
would hove becn made. It »me quite as important for 
Fealism to ebolish duslism es it was for it to abolish 
Sabjectivi ane 

Montague was domly interested in the suceess 
of tho presantative theory of knowledge because idech ian 
had always regarded realists os dusliste. “hile he edmite 
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thet nesriy all the realists in molern philosophy hed 
been exponents of the copy+theory of knowledge and hence 
of epistemolosical dualism, he was not willing to concede 
that idealiom, especially in its later or transcendental 
forns, had a monopoly on the monistic or presentative 
theory of knowledge. iIdenlieas, he crants, is neces- 
sarily monistic, but resliom is not necessarily dualistic. 
{28) He holds that some, at least, of the perticulers, ce 
well as the universals, thet are real are apprehended 
aireetly rather than indirectly thrauch copies or mental 
images. (29) The effort to defend realistically the 
presentative theory of knowledge ie in‘many respects the 
erestest work that Montague ever undertook. It ean hardly, 
however, be celled the moct succeasful even though it is 
Strikingly original. As fer ea I know, he was the first 
of the neo=iealists to undertake the task in a scientific 
feshione "@ shall try to review as briefly as px eible 
his rather obscure and invalved presentation of ite 

In the first plisce we shall have to state the 
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problem as he saw ite ‘When he Looked back over the 
history of modern epistemoloeical dualism he saw that 
the great majority of dualists were diseiples of either 
Descartes or Locke. ‘These two men, whom the history 
of philosophy has always considered rivals, Montague 
thought were fundamentally the same as regards the 
outcome of their epistemologies (en opinion which hes 
some historical justification if we examine the systens 
of their immediate suceessors, Melebranche and Berkeley). 
The worlds of both Descartes and Locke were dualistic. 

In them, there were two types of being=--the naturel 
system of bodies and events in space on the one side, 
and, on the other, «a spaceless and therefore extra= 
natural realm of minds and their ideas. ‘fo knowl ede 
was left the ungrateful task of joining together what 
@ duclistic nature had so effectually put asunder. 

The idealist meets thie situation by simply outting out 
the self-subdsisting natural world and leaving only the 
realm of minds and their ideas. The world of reality 
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is restricted to the world of experience. The pianets 
ené the eleetrons are given over to the selentist with 
the proviso thet they ere to be treated as more arte- 

facts, contructs of human experience. (30) 

The monistic realist tries to deal with this 
impesse of dualistic realism by reteining the world and 
leaving out the supra~spatial aystem of minds ani ideate 
He is monietic in his epistemlogy beesuse he believes 
in only one aysten of realities, the realities in space 
_ané time. All the contents of consciousness or exper= 
iencad quelities are objects of the sane onlier of reality, 
each one a constituent menber of one and the sass spetio- 
temporal syste. of nature. Jiontague*s own brand of 
monistic realian he christened panobjeotivieme He chose 
thie term ts express the belief that net only all cone 
tents were objective, but also thet econseiousness or 
subjectivity itself was an objective fact, a relation 
existing in « meterial nature slong with other reletiona. 
(SL) 





(50) "Contemporary Nealiom an@ the Problems of Perception", 
Journal of Philosophy, No. 4, 1907, peS76. 


(31) Ope cite pe S77 
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The dangers letent in such e theory are pale 
pebly evident. The critics pounced on thea Lmnediately. 
Their objections can be resolved into two principel 
ones. (a) Is there numerical identity between the 
quality of the objects and the quality perceived? 

(b) If there is, must we not be prepared to say that, 
dae to the fact of perce ptuai error, an object may be 
doth red and gray, moving ond stationary, square and 
Oblong? \Wontague was not aneware of these difficultics 
and in 1907 ~as of the opinion that ap to that time 
monistic realism had not solved either difficulty in a 
satisfactory fashion. (52) in 1957 he realized that the 
neo-Realists* arguments in favor of the presentative 
view wore not ae clear or consistent as they should have 
boene The best he scered, at that tine, to srant thea 
was that they arcued that perceived objects at least 
appear to be external and thet thin feet ereates the 
presumption that they are. ‘There could be added to this 
the foot that the spsce and tine of perceptual 





(32) ope cit. p. 278 
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experience took up all the room there was and that there 
was no room left for a coneeptusl or inferreé space and 
tine that were to be real beyond and behind the realm of 
perceived and perceivable objects. ‘hese seexed to be 
as externel as possible; and if they were not really 
outside us, there was nothine else that could bee (38) 

It is, perhaps, comforting to have the autha 's 
gw word that the theories by whieh he expleined, or 
supposedly cxplained, the critics’ objections ere not 
ap clesr as trey might bee It is little comfort, however, 
to recliz tuat he never sought to clarify then. ‘“hether 
oP not tuey denonstratively vingieete hie sosition we 
shall have to judge ct a ister time. He set out to ese 
tablish two propositions: (a) thet the object perceived 
ig not identical with the intre-orgenie seane by which 
a is perceived, (this would enable him to hald a 
nonistic position); (b) that a theory of truth and error 
om be built up which will enable us to avoid the absurd 
reletivian to which the critics reduced the position of 





(33) “The Story of American Realism", pe 239 
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realistic monism ani which at the saw tine will enable 
ug to avold the silied error thet even illusions are real. 
fo state the problen in other ters, we might say that 
there are two moments in this theory, the moment of ape 
prehension (the explanation of the extra cranial coaiity 
of the objeets of our perceptions) and the mocent of 
judgment (the explanation of the true and false). We 
shell try to discuss tuese two separately, realizing 

thet the first is but a prolegomenon to the seconde 


{a} The Pro of ConseLousness or 
212 FOR 3 ay OF a7 roten it 342° 





Or : 
» NAR DP ke ie 4 ate INE IS 


The first problem is inextricably bound ap 
with the genesis of sensation and on this stage oar 
episteiolscical probien is formed back into its physlo-e 
logical roots. “The problem we have to solve in the 
baffling one of che materiel sechoniem which ensbles us, 
in the acts of pereoeption or thought, invisibly to ree 
project into the transesgubjective ephere the objective 
quaies previously projected thence upon our sense orgens 
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os visible or seagurable ouergy modes". (34) If we can 
bat solve this sroble: it would be os easy and netural 
to believe treat our sieht extended throuch externel Space 
and grasped the real stars, as that our hands extend 
through extemal spece and srasp the real chaires and 
tables. Conscioueness, then, during the brief sosents 
of its life, would expand so as to encirele things dis- 
tant in tise and speee. “e would no longer have to denl 
with consciousness as being a case of having thines eon~ 
tract into mere ideas or states of mind. For the monistic 
realist, the knower could become, while he knows, as 
ierge «s the universe he knows. The tesporary end inter~ 
mittent nature of conmciousess will be compensated far 
by the thought that ~hile it laste it can take us out 
.Deyoné ourselves into the reels of thiner that endure. 
(35) 

One cannot help thinking that here again wo 
meet the visionary in Montane. There is no dmbt a 
beautiful reflection ané one which is, I believe, 


Ee ee te ee 


(34) yg liisconceptions of Healism", ope cite, 
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(35) Ibsa. 


sti « 
_ on ~~ 2 
° . 1 
=e ce 7! (8) - Que see tee or oldiadede- 
iearice (on yea @e oc bi =e 32 eal +) orlenite 
oes Le ees Se ote ae eee Pe © eked OF 
6 the! ce TO ot genni dae aot beqeerp ied 
ath cekit view 2d & 0) ig tune uae 
ico) of ote tee co bie pege bow ete. ald Poe 
\ Mts to 225% Te woe @ 41108 Ob ope avederees Gy 
xtra, wh ut yhnt> % olde ae eredt wees Od Soe 
Be gems if ial LA , et NSD eaten od Pek iong 
$ dte timingens OS? sated GO OPEDTiMe OC Ge Opens . 
WO Seton nnn oF A> crenmelomes Se wearer amb 
PE ae «std ane Gd cennl: 0h eC ee Cee eee 
Or Ales ecet set scpeher qimt died wet ia 
a 2es ov o) HQT ee 


- a 
fmeiie I .tt cite ax om rab ave tee oe 
) si - = 


re ee ee Seimonmealn surmie (06h 


sa (a 





- 174 + 


fundamentally a correct appreciation of what eanscLouse 
nese does for the being that possesses it. ‘ifontague 
here stresses 5 polut which needs stressing. We hear « 
@reat deal about whet happens to objeets when we know 
theng; we hear too little sbeut what happens to us. If 
knowing is a perfection of the knowing being, then it 
is refreshing to have a philosopher deseribe how he 
‘thinks it perfects us. Let us now leave the virion ond 
Ge Bae ints Ws womatis world to eee if we een et 
stantiate ite 

The first proeaution necessary, is to see that 
we do not seperate the problem of the nature of cons- 
Giousness from the problem of its genesis. The fact 
that sensations follow upon stimmli is no irrelevant 
to the mature of sengetiocs. Montague undertakes to 
@efend the position that sensations are true types of 
Physicel energy, but they ere the nonekinetic forme of 
energy into whieh motions disappesr and from which 
they reappear. (30) 





(26) "Consciousness a Form of Energy”, Philosophical 
and Psychological in Honor of ; Milian anes, 7 York, 
2 Teeee and Company, 1908. BB gym 
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The porceptesl process from a genetic point of 
view consists in three stages (1) the eaicsion of an ine 
fluence from a physical objeet in apeces (2) the reception 
of thet influence in the form of a stimulus by a living 
organien and ite consecuent transformation into a sene 
sation; (%) the transformation of the sense datun received 
into a perceived object loested in the space outside the 
organism in a point sometines the sase but ot other tines 
aifferent from the point from whieh the stimulus proceeded. 
(37) 

The first thing we must concern ourselves with 
is the netere of the physical objeet and the stimlus 
enitted by it. The world is first of all a spatial system, 
but it ie also a teaporal systeme The world ean be looked 
go a8 & fouredimensionel malfold of quelity groups, the 
anits of which would be the  ualitios soetualived in any 
one place at ony one somente There is no merely objective 
situation but what ean be adequately deseribed as sonn 
funetion of space, time and quality. (33) 





(37) Realism and the Problems of Perception", 
| Qe Chie De ITB. 


(38) “A Realistic Theory of Truth and Error”, The New 
DDpe EOB—LG4 
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Every phyeical object consists of the onergies 
flowing from all parts of space into the spece occupied 
by ite But it te not only « group of inflowing enorcies 
guperiaposed apon one ond the same part of space; it ta 
@lso a syste: of ~ualities correlated with those osergies 
28 their reciprocale. So a material object is « systes 
of outflowing no less then inflowing energies. (33) 

Some of the energies radiated from the ob ject 
impinge upon the temaini of the nervous system and are 
@alled sensory stimuli.s Hach stimulus se a mode of 
energy is correlated with = specific cusle. ‘The quantity 
end the quality of the stimulus exprese the nature of 
the object which ics ite souree except for such modie 
fications as moy have beon imposed by the media traverned. 
(40) This physiecsi influence is a fact accessible to 
the external perception of more than one observez. What 
Montamue is evidently trriaz to establish here is specie 
ficity of mergies a5 a foundation for e speeifie kind 
of response on the part of the recipient. 


ELE AT EET 


(39) "“Contezporsry Realism and the Problems of Perooption"» 
SBe Cit. ppe O78-579. 


(40) pps cit. pe 379 
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The next step in the process is in the reception 
ang the transformtion of the enersy by tho organiame 
The physical influence is propagated slong « nerve fiber 
ang et e certein point in ite pro«ress there occurs a 
fact of an entirely different natare, « psychical fact, 


thet is aecessible to the intemal perception of only 


one observer. Here we cect « mijor problem. ‘“e are 
confronted with e certsin postulate or sscumption sdopted 


by the Cartesiane andi by almost all later philosophers. 


Unless thia postulete or essuaption is refuted all stenpts 
to solve the psychophysiesl problen will be futile and 
the theory of @istexolocical dualien will be triumphant. 
| Descartes was convineed that netter was fundes 
mentally quentitative or spatial, infinitely divisible, 
ang controlled by mechanics lav; and that mind, on the 
other hand, was teleolorical, indivisible, ond quaile 
tative. The result was e ducl demtintion of the physical 
and psychical orderse Ail secondary qualities wore 
renoved from the physicel world and dumped into the minde 
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Vind was deprived of all resl extension end real presence 
in the physical world of its objects. In the place of 
tee contrasting relational nexfis, there engued a cone 
eeption of tvo separate reelms of oventse This dualian 
led to the abandonment of any conception of a caugal 
Telstion between the two sundered Aaives of the universe. 
Rothiag wae left but to deseribe the synchronous and 
thoroughly correlated socurrences in the tuo realas as 

& mysterious parslleliem. (41) 

There are several objections to thia perellel- 
istic viewe The view is greatly at veriasce with common 
eONSGe “ach person naturally regarie his thouchte, 
feelings end volitions as taking plece in his mind, and 
he locates his sind in his bodye There is a mile to 
which no exception is found, viue, thet every invisible 
thing is in the sauwe plsee es the visible thing which 
varios directly aid imuediately with lt. Zlestricity, 
thouch in itael? invisible, is losated in the battery 
and wires on which it is found to depend. Gravitative 





(42) “Consciousness a Yor of Bnergy”, pe 495 
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attraction between masses is located in the masses and 
in the space betwesn them, because it varies immediately 
with the masses end the spaces between theme ‘“e locate 
the invisible mentel proceeses of other persons in their 
bodies because they very directly with the central nervous 
syoten of their owner. So when the picin man shoes us 
by shyine thet his mental processes so on inside his 
head he is only sppliying to one aysten of events a rule 
which hes always proved valid for the location of every 
other series of events. (42) If we talk ebout a trane- 
fer & mergy we never speek of it ee being transferred 
from somewhere to nowhere. If such a transfer seant 
enythine at all, it would sean thet enersy was annihie 
Asted in sensation era created in volitions (43) 

Row, once we are free from this paradoxical 
antithesis of consciousness and space, there is at hend 
@ new form of presentation for the psychophysical prob= 
lems This new presentation will aceard with the observed 
fact that nature, in her transmutations of enerry, never 





(42) oH ag Processes in Space?", Moniet, No. 18, 
98, DDe Well. 


(45) "Consciousness a Form of Energy", Ops Gite De 495. 
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affords us e sinsle instance in which the antecedent 
stage of = process is in a different realm of being than 
that of the consequent. (44) Noatame states it as 
foliers: "a physionl influence or stimulus which, thoauch 
lacking quality is primarily quentitetive and sccessible 
to the extemal sense of many observers is transmitted 
along © Sensory nerve and espears to sive rise to a 
sensation or psychical state which, thouch not lacking 
quentity and spatiality, ics secossible to the internal 
percent ion of only one observer. That this happens is 
an obvious fact easily verifiable in any expericnes and 
not to be got rid of by eny cotaphysical or mothotolocie 
eal theory whatsoever". (45) Gut can we pereslve how 

it happens? A clue te the anever is to be found in a 
certain type of ocourrence in the physical world. “hen — 
en @lastic body collides with « fixed barrier, the 
motion of the body eradualiy decreases to zero ami then 
begins to increase egain in an opposite direction up to 
almost its original amounte At the moment prior to the 





(44) ps cite De 434 
(45) aps Gite De 496 
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rebound, there is so sotion in any direction; for, before 
} & reflected sotion southward can begin, the incident 
| north ra astion oust wholly ceases The motion in the 
! world is not conserved in the sease of belng the same in 
| anount st every moment of existence. Sut ersergy is supe 
; posed ts be conserved in just this sense. Hence, onergy 
| is of two kinds, of which visible motion is one; snd it 
is only the sun of the two phases that is constant. The 
energy which is not motion mt into which and from whieh 
motion passes ie culled potentiel. The nature of this 
invisible type of enersy Montemme deseribes es force or 
stress. Ac such it is just as setual as the sotion from 
which it has come and into which it will pass. It is 
potentiel only with respect to motion. Stress, of e.urse, 
from its very nature can never be revesled to the visual 
sense, while motion came at it is en over-enthusies 
for the instruments] exeelienee of the retine to regerd 
it as having 4 monopoly in revealing the qualities of 
the actuale 
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How, if we assum that potential onergy or 
strese is ac reel as kinetic snercy, we should speek 
rather of en intensive than of a potential phase of 
enerzy. The two fons of energy are successive and 
alternetine phases, rather then eicultaneous and coe 
existest acpects. The sate bit of energy cannot te 
both kinetic end potential et the same time: to the 
extent thet it becomes potential, it ceases to be 
kinetic, ané vice verses. Furthermore, though inter= 
Chanseable and eguivelent in quentity, the two forus of 
enerey are contresting in quality. (lontagnue does not 
intend here to say thet energies ere not specific or 
quelitiod, but only that the two anpects of encrey 
have different properties as regards observability. 
Kinetic enerry cen be extermslly perceived in ite present 
actuality, while potential mersy can only be inferred 

os & reeult of a motion thet is past and a promise of 
@ motion that is to comes) (46) But, in general, the 
potentiality of mything is always in itself the 





(46) ope cite ppe 499-500 
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actuality of something else. Potential erergy is more 
than « bare potentiality of future motion. Sut what is 
it? We cannot observe it from withine 

A stimalus passes over & Sensory nerve as a 
fora of motion. Sonewhere in the synapses of the cere- 
brum, that carrent of kinetic esersy is shescked and then 
Pedirecte* slong other neural pethways, and finslly it 
posses out siong the efferent or motor nerves as « motor 
Reaction, thet is, on observable notion. These <otions 
@long the nerves auct pass into a potential or invisible 
phase at their mazent of redirection, and as nearly as 
we @m toll, it is just at these monents when motions 
ccoase, or arc checked, that sensations begins Now, if 
the intermally observable phenomena thet we call son~ 
sations secur at the very sans times when the externally 
observable sotions which are their causes pass from the 
kinetic to the potentiel form of energy, it is overwhel- 
mingly probable that the two simultemeous phonomena are 
identicel an¢ thet the potential esergy into which the 
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motion of @ neural stinmlus is trensforsmed is in itself 
the actual entity we call a sengation. in the case of 
sensations, our question «s to whet is the actual nature 
of enersy when in its istest or potential form seems to 
heve been answered. ‘The entlty which from the point of 
View of en externel observer or physicist we cril postentiel 
energy is in itself ond for itself (fra the point of 
view of the internal observer who has it) nothing but 
sensation. It follow, then, that while sensations «are 
the potentialities of action, motions ore equally the 
potentialities of sensation. ‘The potentiality of the 
physicel is the actuality of the paychical, and the 
potentiality of the peyechical is the actuality of the 
physiesl. The two pluses of anergy, the intensive ana 
the extensive are ouqeliy reai Gespite the fact that 
@och is the potentislity of the other. (47) 

If this theory is velid sensations will no 
loncor be mysterious ané auberressing superfiuities, but 
rother integral senbers of the physicsl world ani true 





(67) op. cit. pp. 500-502 
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eausel linke in the chain of material motions. (48) 
Then the basie view which me been the support and 
meinetay of epistenslozical dualiam will have been proven 
false and a solid foundetion will have been laid for a 
monistic viewe 

Perhaps at a9 other place in the aitioes oorpus 
@uetion the he does st this pointe One can fell the 
fervor with whieh ho goes about his task. Ye can point 
to thiv as mm inmost perfect exauple of philosophy e la 
Montaguee He hes seo hie vision, he has cruised along 
the shores of fact in search of verifications for his 
hypothesis. le finds seversle Lut over and ebove this 
he fesis that ais eraice is taking hin into the promised 
land. He bas aavigated betwoen the Scyllea of Subjectivian 
and the Cherybdis of Busliene Tha epistenslocieal problem 
stande now as capable of being solved in realistic terns, 
even physiolocically realistic terms. Bat it is alsoe 
triuaph for animistic materialisme The abandonment of 
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the dualistic notion of « nonespatial consciousness on<- 
tails the abandoament also of Its vicious correlates 
the postulate of an abstract physical worl mede up of 
mere quantitative relations aid lacking all the spesifie 
matures as secondary qualities that are correlated with 
thease reletiaise ‘Je om: hold the view of come soase, 
gecording to which every physical thing and every motion 
‘ap stimulus proceeding from 1% has eorrelated with Lt 
@ specifie natura. ios a nature in the Aristotelian 
sense of = be!ng with a gpecifie substantial form, but 
Rather a fora inhering in the aotion whieh carries ite 
‘fhe chance of the kinetic encrzy of a stimlus into the 
potential energy of the sensations is not the mysterious 
ghanuge of sheer quantity inte sheer quality, but only 
the change into a yuclitative fora of stress of a sinl- 
larly qualitative fora of action. 

furtbhersore (and here we encounter the full 
farce of the deductions), what we have been go far 
considering as potential enersy is oniy one, and that 
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the simplest and lowest, of the intensive pheses into 
which kinetic mergy ausy pess and from which it may come 
The hicher derivatives of energy would heve co meaning 
or plece in the physical world except as higher orders of 
the potentiality of motion, but they could well exist as 
actuelities in the intensive sphere of the psychical. 
They would constitute those tertiary qualities of co 
Selousness which even the moct realictic of henlists can 
hardly imagine to exist apart frou some avereness af theme 
It ic to love, envy, fear and the whole inexhaustible 
host of the firer forms end nunaces of these that Montague 
refers. (49) Here we have mind and body in the sexe sphere, 
neeeceerlly connected because of the physical interplay 
of eneggies. The mind af men, or of any animal is an 
o@geniem within an orgenisme-en aitenucted organien of 
potential energies embodying the past anc built up within 
the ever-present cerebral orgeniss which is its matrix.e 
(80) 

| But thus far we have only completed the 





(49) ope Cite pp. 606-508 
(50) Zbia 
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preliminary steps in the presentative theory of knowledsee 
te The big question remains whether perceived objects are 
inside or outside the brain. The world in which we began 
. At our quest far consciousness wes e world which caitained 
nothing but event or quality groups portly similar and 
partly different, each group ocoupying its own spatio~ 
; teuporal position and releted spatio-te:porally to other 
groups continuous or discontinuous with ite The objects 
of this world were all as extemal to one another & are 
the points in apace and the adments in time. hat re 
denote as eonveloueness ie prina Sseie veyucnant to such 
. & agyste= precisely dbeosuse ~hetever else conse Lousness 
may be it is the condition by which objccts at a aictanee 
from one another in apace aé time or both may be in 
some sense *present tot or in’ or "together with*® one 
anothers I muy be couscious of Julius Caesar in aneient 
Row. There are four factars in the situation, two of 
which mike it necessary to resem these epprehended 
objeota es in me here ané nor, and t-o which make it 
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necessery to regurd thes as outsice ce here and nowe 
{a) The objects of waich I am conscious 
directly effect changes in so. They produce certein 
feclines, they ake oo think of other objects, they 
influonce the particular soveaents of my hand as I 
write about theme (b) I have every reacon to beliove 
from ay dreaas that ‘what objests* i shall perceive 
depend prismrily and directly s0t upon the existence 
and metivity of these objects but rether upon the 
existence md activity of my brains If the skuil 
eoulé be laid open and if by srtificial stimlation 
there could be -roduced in the brain ond nervous systen 
the sane processes that are ardinarily produced by 
the energies thet »roceed from extre-organic objects, 
then those ob jeots would be pereelved quite irrespective 
of whether they existed or note For these two reasons 
iG would appesr that the things I perceive or an 
Sonseicus of are "in“ me here ané nowe Yet (c) the 
things of which I on aware cannot be in ay braime A 
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color two or three feet away from my organism is not 
in my orgeanieme The former enperor of Rese is not a 
nervous process of a person in New Yorr. To regard 
es iu me things which by definition are sutciée & se 
would be flatiy contradictory. {dd} Moreover, sll this 
aside, ir you could iook into my brain and see every 
thing that wee sctually there at a -iven mocent you 
would not find there the thinge mentioned of whieh I 
wee evnre at thet comente (51) 

Thus teo factors seem to make it necessary to 
Tegermi the fleld of conmeiousness as in the brain and 
two seem to make it necessary to recent it as not in 
the brains Is thero eny poosible solution of this an 
tinoay? Is there anything other than conseLoaaness 
that exemplifies the peradoz of events in one Soace and 
at one tine being sauehow in another speee and at another 
tine ané which might, therefore, provide us with a 
solation to our antinomy? Montague thinks thet the 
eaouselity reiation ie such & enaGe (52) 





DPe 276<278. 


(52) OBe Gite De 278 


{51} "A Realietie Theory of truth and Error’, The 
Tew Roalisn, 
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let us see what causality meanse There are a 
number of uniform connections between event-clemnts 
composing the spatio=tenporal world. ‘“e find with 
respect to certain speckfic quality groups that there 
are other specific melity croups that respectively 
precege and follow it, usuelly if not always. As far 
as aur spnoe-tine syste: foes, ail sequences should 
be deter ined by chance ané yet sequences do regularly 
recur. This must mea: thet in our analysis of the 
exietine workd we heave oaitted to teke account of a 
relation which is rot svatiel, tesporel, spatioetexporal 
or cualitative. It is the relation of detersining and 
beins deterzined by, of cause and effect. Tach event- 
element has over and above its own quelities and its 
@mn position in space and tine something which implies 
or refers to other events. It is both an asent and 
@ patient of what is not itself. This acent-patient 
property of.a thing is ite potentiality or powers (53) 

In the case of causality, then, we find an 





(55) Ope Git. po. 264-265 
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analogue of consciousness. in causality we have an 
event in onc place and time seeming to belong to or 
seeming to be determined by a different event in a 
aifferent place ani time. There are two mys of 
viewing this causality paradox: first the way of 
‘ the sbetentialist who insists that the self-transeending 
| implicetions or potentialities of events ere real in 
themselves over end move their specifie natures; and 
gseoond, the way of the positivist who insists thet 
there potentialities are nothing real in themselves, 
~but only our expectations that events will happen in 
‘tho futare as they have in the paste (54) Montague 
oes not think that either of these views ie satis- 
factory. The last chance of attacking the problem 
successfully would seen to be in the possibility that, 
if the antinonies were matched against each other, 
they would dovetail together ené reveal a clear and 
harmonious whole. This \iontague attempts, and by a 
very poculiar and daring theorye 
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Suppose that the cause-effeot potentiality, 
which from the objective point of view can only be 
defined indirectly os a possibility of other events, 
were in itself anc sctually the consciousness of those 
other events. Then we could say that, with respect 
to their actual or physical or objective beins, the 
events thet compose the world are as external to one 
another as the apaces md times they ocoupy. In pare 


ae 8 ee 


ticuier we coulé say thet the events know are outside 
the brain-events by which they are knowne “ith respect 
to their potential, subjective or psyehical beinz, ve 
could say that the events that compose the world are, 
insofer as they ere causally related, internal to one 
enother in the sense that any and all micht be present 
in each. And in particular we eould say thet the 
events known ere incide the brain-events that knar 
then, though only as the iatter's potentialities or 
implicationse ‘the relation between the brein-event 
and the object it knows would be analogous to the 
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reletion of the word and its meaning. The meaning is 
‘in? the word ani yet the thing meant may be souething 
wagliy oatside of and different from the worl. (55) 

it is not hard to see that once Montague hed 
made consciousness a form of energy, the next step 
would be to identify it with eausality and inpiiestion.s 
Thies he aceests as the true theory of the nature of 
consciousness and of its relation to the objective 
world which it reveals and in whieh it abides. ‘To this 
theory he gives the name *iyLopaychian’ to indicate the 
especial synthesise which it purports to effceet between 
& hylistic or asterialistic secount of thincs and a 
panpsychistic or ontolocically Ldealistic sesount of 
thiness He defines Hylopsyehiem in these terms: “It 
is the theory thet the potentiality of the physiesl is 
the actuality of the psychical, and the potentiality of 
the psychical is the setuality of the hysical". (56) 
He goes even further, and pute it in the form of a 
@efinition of consciousness: “Consciousness is the 


SR DE ER 


(55) Ope Gite De 280 


~ £at ~ 


of qb cower ott sstlenies nts dee ane al aaeale 
we pute OS yee Sees godcl old Jeg ened ace Sel? 
fh) etter ett ots CoeecTt sb Gene alle ten giteee 
ail dinahtnmit wack: taht oun 00 cedam hE: 
ws ee. ol gee 20 GED 6 Beles Lcemne Che 
pend Ses Iyd @o8 Bidens Mie BP Vidtnods sé of Baws 
ae ee See Pe 
Kvideege oft of -oliaier th t,o evecmuidomes 
alee a7 epalice ¢2 inte oh sam Cloevey-ts a Ree 
edd etretin: u? Velie ane es gods of gree 
erty) ciettle €4 eftegun ri Galle absediow: taieoge 
o &e serhdyi. 2owoer alsalialtshom asoliye @ 
7e denture gLialieg) ULiarheloee co aleakargpet 
GP periet cust o) sate etelteb @ eons 
et teeters cer ce riiattintay ech sect. cedt, ea? wl 
fe yOhdedtende: ck Le Lact att te hignhin wt 
(0) -."daekrwt; at! Ms ce Gientee @é @) okareng eet 
ee mach ait as oats Row gta nape eee 
wad ai coogi etonee)* inenmacinenst Le nelsinkagh — 


x. 








- 195 «+ 


potential or implicative presence of a thing at a space 
ani time in which that thing is not actually present". 
(57) 

Montague atteapts then to supplesent this 
theory by a direct evidence. ach event is (a) an 
effect of enrlier events, (b) a cause of later events, 
{¢) in reciprocal interaction with the contemporaneous 
events extermally continuous with it in tri-dimensional 
space. This means thot each event faces three ways-- 
backward into the past, forward into the future, and 
outward inte epece.e If we are richt in identifying 
conselousness with the cause-effect potentiality or 
self-transcendin: iaplieation functionally resident 
in events, then we should exmest to find the abovee 
mentioned triplicity of direction instanced in cone 
sclcusness. Thal is just “hat we do find ia whet are 
Called memory, expectation, and external perception. 
Gonselousness does at each indivisible instant of its 
existence possess in ereater or less degree a 
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(57) Ibid. 
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retrospect of the past, a prospect of the future, and 
® perspective view of extemal presence. (53) 

But, moreover, if there are three directions 
of potentiality, there are also three levels of it, the 
parely mechanical, the vitel and the sensorye The 
theory of hylopsychiem aunebashedly clains thet all 
three ere, st least cenerically, the same. All metter 
is instinct with smethine of the comnitive function. 
Bvery odjeetive event has that sel f-transcending 
implication of other events which when it occurs on 
the sesle that it does in our brain processes we call 
con sel ousnesse 

Thies theory which postulates sowthing like 
human Gonsclomeaess in the sorenents of dead satter 
will, no doubt, frighten the aon-philosophieal reedere 
Montague hastens to edd thet he does not intend by 
it to oliterets the pracmtie differences between 
the mechanical, the physiolecical ané the sental. He 
reeognizes as present in nature st leact three 
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fundamentally distinct types of causal process, the 
mechanical, the vital, sné the sensorye In the mechani- 
eal process the dominant cheracteristic ls spatio=e 
temporal change. The position of a body at a given 
monent implies and is implied by its own or another’s 
body position at another moment, and ite *conscelousness' 
would be thet and only thet. It would heve a purely 
epatio-texporali content. In vital chance the dominant 
characteristic is chance in oxganie form and chenicel 
pattern rether than mere chance of place. A living 
argeniss at each mamnot of ite life contains as its 
potentiality or implication organic form that it has 
had or will hnve, together with the potentiality or 
capacity of assimilating or adapting te the chemical 
pattern of its gn tissues the appropriste matter 

which as food may come within the system. Ite poten- 
t@ality expresses itself in inheriting, developing, 

ani sseimilating; and ite *coneciousneer’ would have 
for its content oxmgenic forms or chemical patterns 
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which it hed undergone ond wes about to undergo. 

In the sensory process, ont thio is the one 
we are interested in here, the implications are neither 
of mere motion nor of inherited metaboliems, but of 
epecific qualitics of the objests outside our organian 
ami canmally relisted to ite The nervous systen crows 
up within the organism es an apparetus for trange 
mittine energy forms from one port of the organian to 
another, end so from the things outelde to the brain 
inside. WNost of the cerebral energy thue produced is 
continuously passing over into moter currents initiating 
behaviour, but a part is dammed up or stored in the 
cortex. ‘The continuous currents contain the Lmnedinte 
moment to monent conseLousness of sensations and feelings, 
while the part thet is stored up es potential enerzy 
has for ite implieations et each moment the systan of 
extre-organiec cibjecta sceupying other tines and pieces; 
thus it is the principsi ‘unetion of the brain to ree 
eeive an’ retain in souwething of their original 
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specifieities the energies that have come from distant 
adbjecte. It is the self-transcending implications of 
these breinestates that constitute our consciousness of 
the spatio-tenporal world in which we live. The nervous 
systen in perceiving, resexbering, imagining, ani re- 
acting is ingesting, digesting, reproducing and ex- 
ereting those free enersics dissociated fron oatter 
which in the form of vibrations of many kinds have 
progesded from distent objests throach the sensory 
channels to the brein, where they constitate by their 
implications © eoneelousness of those objects and 

make potsible en intellicsent and purposive ad jastment 
to an eavironsent extending in time and spoce ine 
measurably beyond the field of chemical and mechanical 
contacts.e (59) 

Thie long exoureus or inquizy inte the nature 
of ming has beon nesessary in sxier to enable us to 
unierstand the conclusion that Montague draws with 
regart to the first aspect of the Presentative Theory 





(59) Ope Cite pp» 285—285 
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of Knowledge. It is true that I heve not abided by the 
neceRealiatse* injunction to Isolate problems, but it has 
teen for the simple reason that it is impossible to do 
Soe The notion that epistemologiesl theory ean be 
goparated from cetaphysical theory is, I believe, fale 
iseious, end one which, in my opinion, the neo-lealists 
themselves never succeeded in conforming toe The 
reason wo heave to study vontaguets philosophy of mind 
in the context of his epistemalocy is that it is radie 
cally necessary if his epistem@logy is to be compre= 
hensible to use Doesoartes and Loeke vere epletemologie 
cal @ualiste simply beesuce they had a dualistic ontology. 
The idealists were monistic epletenalocists besause their 
ontologice were monistie. Yor the save reason, if we 
axe to understend the presentative theory of knowledze 
wo have to understand the ontology behind ite 

én@ now for the conclusions ‘“e eet out to 
try to discover whether it is possible to maintain 
ageinst the dualists thet the object known and the 
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abjeot which is are one and the same. We have found 
that to defend that position Montague has endeavoured 
to hola a monistic ontolocy by reducing the unseen to 
a form of potential enerzy. We have seen further that 
when we return to the epistemological problem he adocts 
the theory of IHylopsychisen which, whatever eles may ve 
enid of it, is as sanistic as the hylogzoisn of the 
pre-Sosoratiecs. 4nd now he is ready to fommlate his 
angwete 

Physical objects send forth waves of energy, 
ell in som neesure characteristic of the objects fram 
which thay proweed. These energies impinge apon the 
orgeniamg ang the sensory endeorgans and the nerve 
fibers transmit to the brain the kinds of energy to 
which they are severally adjusted or attuned. The 
finel effect is the resultant of these sensory energies 
modified by the reaction of the braine This canplex 
eerebral state is something quite physical and 
objective, a antural event with ite own position tn 
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the epace and time order. As such it possesses the 
threefold self-transcending implication or cause-effect 
potentiality which is the property of every natural | 
event, and which conetitutes in itself that event's 
conselousness of other eventese The cerebral state 
will be coneseloue of euch objects as it iuplies, 

_ oF of which it ie the potentiality. ‘what will these 
inpliceter be? ‘They consist of the events that wuld 
most sicply have eersed the cerebral state and the 
events whieh the latter would produce as effecta, if 
it ected alone ani ~an not interfered with. (60) 

The obvious objection to this explanation 
is the fect thot we sxffer hellacinetions and are de- 
ceived, that the ojects which <o perceive sonetiaes 
Go aot oxiet. How do we tnor that this is not our 
constant state, vite, that the objcets we perceive are 
in our head en’ nowhere else? Montague realized the 
inportenes of this objection but he was convinced that 
he could enewer ite It is, indeed, the problem of 
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(60) ope ott. pp 296-207 
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truth and error. This will form the subjeetenatter 

of our next section «ad we will postpone the problem 
till then. “hat he has tried to achicve thus far 
enounts to this: he hes demonstrated the possibility 
of having the sane object as s member of tro different 
systens, the physical and the payehical. ‘The perceived 
object can be identical in substance with the real 
eject beemse it is casposed of the same energye It 
will be the same in quolity becarse, despite the changes 
which sight heve been effected by the medium throuch 
which the energies pass, we enn secresate all the com 
possible appearances {the ones which the objeot ean and 
Goes heve in the physicel world) from the general mass 
of appearances. A mere appearance will be simply a 
reelity thet hes failed to hamcsonize with other realle 
ties, ® reality is an appearance thet heg ateod the 
teat of our ecorperisons with other appearancese (61) 
Parthermore, we can find inetances in which althouch 
two things vary independently 2f one another they are 





(61) rery '@alion and the Problems of 
» Ope ois. De 595. 








not mumerically or oxlstentially non-identical. Take 
the case of tvo intersecting lines. Tach lines is a 
elass of points. ‘The point of their intersection is 
one point and yet it is a member of tro different and 
separate serics, and, as such, is in cach case éctere 
mined by = separate law or equations That tho systens 
vary intependently does not prevent their possessi ng 
eommon or identical members. It is Montague’s con= 
tention that the relation betewser the two Lineesystens 
is the same as the relation between the exporience- 
systen ané the existence-systen of objects. Whet I 
perceive in the visual field may be identical in every 
respect with whet exists in the physical world out side 
my body. In thort, the two systems of objects may 
eoinciie. The epistesolocicel monist rightly exphasizes 
the coincidence or identity of the two systens; the 
faot that the two syetems are constantly overlapping 
ig not a matter of chence. Wheat appesrs in our cong-~ 
ciousness as s physical world is the indirect effect 
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of the objecte ané foresees of the environment which 
cosbine with the media through whieh they act and 

with the brain itself to produce the direst determiners 
of whatever we experience. Because of the indirectness 
and complexity. of the process, the cerebral states 
that condition our experience ¢ive only a mispleced 
end distorted presentation of their extra=boailily 
causes-<hente the possibility of error. (62) Sat 

this possibility of error does not at all prove that 
the o) jects which we perceive ere not the objects 
vhich existe In answer to the question whether the 
object perceived and the object which oxists are 
numerically one, Montague bes <iven a qualified af} 
firmative answer end for so Going considers himself 

an exponent of the Prosentative Theory of Knowledse 
end an epictesolocteal duslist. 
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the first stop towards the constmetion of a couplete 
realistic epi sbenolocy. It has, moreover, cifficulties 
which are neither few nor uninportante Outstanding 
auong ®il the difficultics is the explanation of orrore 
In @ Completely conistic theory which inalcote upon the 
_ Lmediete presentation of the objects of perception, 
it ia difficult to see hor error ean vecur, and xt we 
know that it doese Indeed, reflection upon the fact 
of error hag been the principal cause for the abandone 
meant by philosophers of the ctendpoint of naive or 
metural realioie ‘Shen it was found that some of the 
objects revealed in consciousness have no place of 
their own in the spatlo-teuporal systen of interacting 
delacs, bet appear to be active only in the individual 
who oxperienses thea, there arose the doubt as to 
whether consciousness ever directly reveals any other 
| @bjects then the states of the one who is conscious. 
Thiec situation has resulted in the aceeptance by 
| PRilogophers of tho dualistic an¢ representative theory 





o, 


_ ep eae 
paliiecI™ 4. «ome ccc oc Juego tele 
pelios it “etregice: = sen WEP satéten ene iaiie 
ee ees eee ee 
wa? puiieosiipe: ob cond eieebies pier ieek d OF 
tte = ie: whe ee deseory atechenes 
wt hee ee 
? Ge -e8t ear ttm Ser eed  ~50c0. TE tee eee 
SERIE: of et ome Jeli of eee eam 
eS aio % einai sas att ce soeeetiae ee eee 

_ att So ate Itoh Sone tas <3 tee eee ieee 
% ecole co ots! tegrnuiessin a) Selekret coeeiee, 

t «ete e beagneiweyp ws 6. eee 


min! as £L geo edtec eet cog cet eee 
> (ee 26d ot ove Meet poo epsctst on ade 
sey omg MOS: ce eat Se ely ae ere 
8 btuntyes eff of ioc Lunes Wel cleo whe 
ribet Gio ole Lae tt Se mga | 





ih. Man Ta, =. oe 


- 07 - 


of knovledge. This theory is professedly realistic and 
aainteins for the independent reality of the objects which 
we know. ‘These objects, however, are never imodietely 
presented to consciousness but only mediately. The chief 
reason for secepting this position is thet it mkes the 
explanation of error quite simple. It may happen thet 
the copy by which we know things is not a good copy and 
the explenation of error consists in affirming that sinee 
what wo know directly is only the copy we are deceived | 
in believing that the thing will resexble it in overy 
@etail. “Srror is due entirely to the beliover anf? it 
ie completely subjective. ‘The feult with this theary 
ie thet it proves too mitche “hy maintain that an ob 
§Jective world oxists ot o12 when all we have is the 
@marantes of the exiatesce of our on aental stater? 
The dualistic theory ic but the first step on the road 
to subjectivien md, historically speaking, has always 
developed into subjeotiviam. Since, then, the departure 
fron reclisa has been occasioned by, and is due to, the 
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subjestivigtic intexpretation of exxor, the return to 
retliau mist be baved upon a reclistle Interpretation 
of exvor and lis sormelate, tauth. This sroblen vag 
always in the gack of his mind when Montague was dorling 
with epistenclogical problam.e HS vet hicself to salve 
this prabien on soversl weacions but his philosophical 
praecceupsations were different on euch occasion ang cs 
@ r6sult ve never get a alagle rounded presentation 
of the problea bat only partiel glanece et ite As a 
“Resubt of tile difference of intexest, it is rether 
@i72tourt to give an exposition of his view which will 
be at ouee lucid ant coherent. 

in bis essay in Gie lew Recliog, his theoxy 
of truth enti exrzor is but the second step in the pse~ 
the theory ic presented as & means of formiating cn 
eciectic powltion that will enable him to sceept the 
poultive aspocta of Cbjectivien, Subjectivian and 
Daslicse In his eusay in The ays of Tings (auth 
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Subsistential and Existential), Lis purpose is to 
effect a razprochement between existential jadgnents 
and judguents thet are merely consistent. I do not 
think that |) ontegue ever veried in his essential pos- 
tolates but the parts of the peezle have been dealt 
with separately by thelr author and they do not feil 
into place easily. 

The firet difficulty is that of trying to 
plece the aosent in the process of kaowiedse ot which 
we cay be said to know the trath or to be deceived. 

‘Ie At at the moreet of pereeytion or ot the moment of 

- Judguent? Montacue had difficulty with thie problem, 
bat Geapite the apparent divergence of the opinions 
expressed in The New Realianm (65) and The Vays of 
Things (64), there is no fundamentel conflict. In 
The Now Realism, where he is preoceupled with the 
presentstive theory of knawledge, he seems to favor the 
opinion thet error can occur et the level of perception 
ami that trath end falsity occur in this first operation 


= 


AEE LB A EO 


(G4) pe £70 





— ao - 
















‘ 
: 
e | 
> \ ol Cece Ab + lots eta See fel euete teas 
NG SRNL nl Meanie toms a deans 
ee « a ads Ts, UEP 2nn2 tommy, Bae 
—- ihe © uaiger Ser eaeia |) tant gees 


ai i\ees @ (i Oe Vin 2 ow Yi wWwipess afi 
atii«® ooaig efng 

“se Gair.2 Seah a] vine Tiit: «is wo 
cite @ ©.) cennety aca at @2-oma em! esol 
eintincad of ww co Sins off «czar Go) ie Ste oF 
1S deers uff? od,u ¢e2Sqpeisg Te. doormen one de 62 at 
weigcs, atts cite wiivalttes Sa! amtaci’ tinpegha> - 
Segl.iw eff S eooepeeerlh daieigs af? offgeed ted 
7 to epee act doo (G0) gel lent elt ot of cepeue 
- peabdiee dtc of el o-eS 4(80) ggpatt 

Sir Kidde tetommcwns ah mi pate yame ian seer et 

2 aw of were ne pete te eee eves tengo 
miler (i. sre) all &n Sheee smo sere Omi? eoladep 
Get ee eee «+ ©. treo Wieb? ws Wid Suet ee 


N 








aii el Ye 1. 


- 210 - 


of the minde If, hovoever, we remember that every sen- 
sation for Montague had a selfetranscending reference, 
we willl realize that there ia so moment of consciousness 
at which inference is aot present, et least potentially. 
The question, then, becomes artificial. Perception cane 
not be divareed from judgment and we can adjudicate 
this probies peacefully if we but remenber that our 
question is not whether a straight stick pertiy ime 
mersed in water and viewed obliquely sppears bent but 
vhethor it is bent. Ne doubt it does appear beat and 
just as surely it is not vent. “o ere really not de- 
ceived at the first step but we are disposed to be 
aeesived. Apprehension or perception is but a step or 
tendency or a potentiality to judgment and elithough the 
distinetion between perception and jadguent is a 
veluable one, it should not obscure from us the fact 
that perception is but a praliminery and thet it is 
never compicted until we judge. The proper conclusion, 
then, to our first question is that truth and errar 
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arise only at the level of judgment with the qualie 
fication that we aust remember that judenent is based 
on perception ami that perception isa a tendency which 
reaches its destination only in the second sct of the 
minds | 
leaving for a moment the function of the act 
of judgment, we must seek a definition of the terns 
truth and error. To define truth in no ossy ontter, 
accorging to Mantogue.e In all definitions we try to 
anclysze the connotation of a concept into. simpler and 
mare generic componente. In the case of terms like 
truth, that are themselves hichly ceneric, a direct 
anelysis is very difficult to sive. ‘“e ean sceamplish 
something by way of elucidation if we compere the oatee 
gory in question with other categories related to it 
ané perhaps equally vuitimate. In searching for such 
a eatesory, Montague finds that the category of fact 
or reality fills the blll. ‘he seaning of the tme, 
though not setually defined, is at least onde clearer 
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by its relation to the real. 

When we begin to compare the concepts of . 
truth and faisity we discover that the characteristic 
of the content ofa judguent or proposition that jus 
tifies our calling it true is that the content ase 
serted by the judgoent is a fect or a reality; and 
reciprocally any judgment is false when the content 
asserted by it is an unreality or a non-fecte (65) on 
the assumption of the validity of this statement we may 
define the true anc the falee as the resi and the unreal, 
consicGered as objests of a possible belief or judgzent. 
There is the suze difference between what is real ani 
what is true as betroen SCeorse Washinctom and President 
Washingtone President Georze “ashineton refers to 
Vashington in a certein relation to the sovernment of 
the United States. ‘eorce VYashincton denotes the sacze 
individual without ealling attention to the presidentisl 
relation. (66) ‘Truth is but reality viewed from a 
certain angle, the angie of actusl or possible judgement. 





(65) The Ways of Things, poe 264-265. 
(66) fhe New Benlien, pe 252 
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vhet sontague has done here is to transform the 
problem of truth into the problem of reality. what it 
means to be veal and what are the criteria for determining 
which of the objects of possible Judguents are real are 
questions still to be answered.s In order to angwer them, 
we wlll have to recall Montaue'ts theory of being or the 
theory of “istence”, a word witch iontague coined to 
Gesignate that clmracteristie which every thinkable object 
possesses whether it exists or note Seing or *istenee” 
is @ vast realm ineluding all the possible es well es all 
the actual objects of thought and exelnuding only the 
unthinkable or the self-contradictory. only a tlay 
minority of the totality of “istence” has existence or 
reality. The rest have merely “sub-istence® or sub(sjis- 
tence. “ach of these subsistents, however, hes a momming, 
character or essence that is objective in the sense of 
being independent of whether or not it is actually oxe 
pePlenced ani of whether or not it actually existe. ‘The 
Tealm of “istence” then exbracea both terms and relations, 
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both particulars and universelsa; it is the totality of 
things, within which the actually existent and the ace 
tuslly non-existent figure as constituent perte. (67) 

This totelity of logically subsistent entitios 
presupposes or implies « certain small pert of itself, 
ealled the world of existents or the reals, these two 
terms being used interchenreably. ‘These existent 
@lesents and relations constitute the spatio-tenporal 
manifold in which cach clement has a definite and exe 
Glusive position in time and space (68). To be none 
existext is to be nowhere and "no when". Wontegue makes 
this treneition from the losical to the exzistentials 
with no epparent misgivings. 

Anong the objects of thie existent world are 
living orgeniens which sect upon end which are acted upon 
by the thines outside thes. As 9 result of this intere 
action within the existect warld there arises in con=e 
nection with each organiiem a unified system of objestse 
Bach of these unified systess of objoots is called a 
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(67) a By De 543 cf. The vays of 
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(68) The Vays or Knoving, pe 350. 
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field of conscioumess or experiences The odjects of 
ficuring in an experience are in port the same objects 
as those that compose the field of existence; and an 
experience, inssfur as it contains such real or existent 
jects, is sald to be a true or valid experionce. Sut 
because of the complicated process of interaction between 
en organism and its environment, the experience produced 
by the interaction contains elements and relations thet 
ere other than those of the system of existent objects. 
4® experience is termed false, illusory or erroneous 
just insofer as ite constiteent objects are unreal or 
non-existest. Thus the one existence-systen and the 
many experience-seystous are only partly identical; 
objects my exist without beine experienced and they may 
be experienced without existing. An experienced object 
may oF may not exiate (69) 

Ve must now exanine the relation of judgmenta 
oF propositions to the real and unreol world. Jui gment 
is nothing else tut the utterance or expression of a 





(69) rsa. 
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dbeiief in the reaiity of experience, and it ensblee us 
to leer, sonefimes euddenly ond easily, end sonetines 
with much tice ané effort, the nature of the real thincs 
about as. It is our misfortune thet sometines we feil 
to c¢ineover reality ami succeed in discovering only its 
contradictery or shadow, ieGe. the unreal and the falee. 
{70) 

The event elewents or the things in the warld 
involve at ieast one proposition-=propoeition beine 
teken to denote a coupiex, in which aay always be dise 
tinguishes two teras reletedé by some tense and number of 
the verb to be. The verb to be, when used as » copula 
ingicetes the absenee of duality of denstation, or 
position, combined with presence of duality of conno= 
totione “e can sey of any real event thet "Lt is bere 
and now". ut besides the cvente thasselves there are 
in the spetio-teuporal world reletians betueen events 
which can aleo be expressed in propositions. very 
reality then ean be regarded as a true idectityecompiex 


ER A EN ART ORES Pt 


(70) Zhe Hew Newliga, pe 296. 
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involving of necessity e proposition, ov we cen even 
say thet every reality becouse of ita complexity is a, 
propositions by the unreal or felss is meant the to« 
tality of propositions which comprise all the actual 
or possible objects of thourht which neither have a 
Place in the spatlo-tenporal syste: nor are impl fe é 
by Lt. (71) _ 

Perhaps it is rather strange to hear a 
philosopher speak of the warlé as beine made ap of pro-€ 
positions, but this etrengoneas of lanecusce will be 
explained if we remember that we are still invalved in 
the pzesentative theory of knovledsos Suen a theory of 
knowledse seens to Go away with the traditional notion 
of concepts end imiges. The coneept is the abject in a 
 @ifferent context. It was because of this that Montague 
thought that he eould allow for the simmlteneous oxis~ 
tenes of one object in two different systema. tut if 
Concept anc thing become su much alike, what ia there 
te prevent Liéentity~complexes and relations fron 


a OLE. EE nc ce cant 


(71) Ope cite De 255. 
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beocomins whet trecitionsl philosophy considered the 
montel proposition to be? Relations are just as real 
ag things, anc if you repudiate a copy theary of 
knowledsco you lnevitably hold that overy relation fron 
the oceapancy by an event of a sinsle space at a given 
moment of time to the mont complex relation Luacinable 
is nothing but a proposition. As these reletions are 
resl, So we mist also sey that propoeitions are veolity. 
We have here but mother esse of the sano phenomenon : 
that we noticed in the previous chepter, the only cife 
ference being that in the former case it was a question : 
of object and sensation, whereas hers it is a question 
of relation ani suigaent. ; 
; 
i 


ae2egeeoeie#ee8esee#shs+penrteeset%ee+#sé 


Row we aid reseaber that all this wae being 
Gone in the interests of realism and that the cardinal 
point in that realism was thet all eqgnition is selective 
wather then erestive and that netare is not a poor 
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inésterminate canvas upon which we project the mtterns 
of our mings. (72) It denies thet even unreal objects 
end false propositions are created by the ming and exist 
only within the experience. Selief in propositions hes 
no xelevancy to the trath or felaity of the prope ition 
itself, false propositions are just as objeetive in their 
states ec true propositions. ‘Montague, soresver, was 
Gunvinced that a soment's reflection will prove to us 
that it cannot be otherwise. Every true judgment hae 
ita contradictory which is fclee; thus, corresponding 
to every reality that can be made the objeet of a true 
Jaégaent, there is sn unreelity thet can te nate the 
ejeot of a false judgment. This realm of the usreal is 
exsctliy as objective es the realm of the real and no 
@adgsent dcpende for its tmth upon whether saneone 
stetes or believes it but beesuse of what it states. False 
Sudgnents owe their falsity to the mreality of what they 
State and sot to whether it is ectuslly wttered or 
believed. (75) 


= 





(72) The Vays of Knowing, De S36. 
(75) The Neyo of Thines, De {65+ 
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Let ua illustrate: the content of propositions 
such as "All 4 is B", o¢ "Some C ig not D", or "No apes 
Gan talk" rw immediately recarnized as being inseparably 
bound ap with end deternined by the canteat of their 
contradictories, "Some A is not BY, "Ali C is D" and 
"Some apes con talk”. It is the same with their status 
as with the content. If the oricinal three statements 
have the status of truth, then the second three which 
contradicted then have the status of falsity. ‘To say 
that @ true preposition is objective and independent of 
@n apprehension or belief, but that Lts feise com radi- 
etory is subjective and dependent on consciousness, would 
be as absurd as to say that the convex aspect of a curve 
was objostive, but thet the concavity, correlated with 
it and determined by it, wee subjeetive. (74) 

in virtue of this ultre-reslisa, the categories 
of ob jeetivity and inGevendence include even the falade 
But even if wo grant it, our difficulties are not over 
eome by thet fact. There still remins the difficulty 





(74) The Nays of Knowing, pe 358 
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of shuwine hor in the case where false objects ami re- 
lations are perceived, they are the resilt of selection 
rather than crection by the parcipient. but Montague 
maintains thet as soon as it is mage clear that the 
contents of true we felse propositions ars respectively 
the seme as the real and the unreal, we should remember 
thet every true proposition has a false proposition 
corresponding to it as its contradictory. livery true 
proposition corresponds to « reslity, every falss propo= 
sition to an unrealitye fut then a further difficulty 
makes its gppeerance. Inasmich as the number of false 
propogitions is equsl to the number of true propa itions<-- 
each being the contradictary of the obher--it would 
follow that the number of unreal objests is exactly equal 
to the number of real objects. But a little reflection 
Feflection will lesd us to believe that the number of 
existe:t objects is infinitely less then the number of 
non-existent objeote. We may have in front of us a 
brown table of definite size, shape ani weight. To this 
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existent object there corresponds on infinite multitude 
of noneexistent objects, even of non-existent tables. In 
mewer to this Montague cives what is probably the 
stroncest expression of his realintie attitude. 

The true propositions which express the world 
of existence or reality ere cost of thes necotive, and 
only a tiny minority are affirsative.e Of the false 
propositions which contradict the true judments an’ 
which exoress the shadow world of unreality, the grest 
majority sre sffirsative and a correspondingly seall 
minority are nezative. In the illustration of the table, 
there is only one affirewtive proposition thet is tre, 
namely, “This table is brown", bat there is an infinite 
number of negative judssents about the table which are 
true, each of them assertin=e the absence of some objeot 
other then the one which confronts use The absence: of 
all the non-existent objects are real characters of that 
Situations “het in sore, only by doing 90 can we 
eharacterize the world adequstely. Oriinerily we are 
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more interested ia the fact thot o thine is present than 
that some other thing is absent; but there ore tines when 
the absent anreality is more importente If we wanted a 
chair rather than « teble, we would select from the true 
propositions characterizing the Situstion, not merely 
the affirmative one, “This is a table", but the necative 
one "Thie sble in not a chair". The character ebout 


these true negative propositions thet is to be noted here 
is that they ere not only subsistent but exintente (75) 


The real world is composed, if we msy use the expression, 
of tne non-existent as well as the existent. Gr to pat 
it another way, non-being As just ao much es beince Az 
fer as I can see, this ts tie necessary conclusion from 
Montague’s interpretation of resiiene The true negative 
proposition is deseriptive of the real and yet indicates 
noneexietence. Perhaps Mentegue did not intend to go 
this fur, but he arrived there himself and he heroically 
stuck to his gunse His realism in the field of losic 
ieads him to some farefetehed conclusions in the realn 


CO NR 


(75) the ays of Knowing, 1, pps 341-545, 





of ontology. It sceas to me thet on this point Montague 
is anconsciously idealistic end even Hegelian in the 
desire to anke the fieid of logic correspond point by 
point to. ontolocy. 

Let us sec now the account thet “Montague gives 
of the genesis of truth and errore ‘‘e will recall that 
emscizus: css consicts ia a complicated cerebral state 
which possesses o self-trenscending iuplication and wich 
apkes the person who possesses it aware of such objects 
as it implies. But if we single out sone one event and 
inquire as to its cause, we shell find a plurality of 
possible antecedents, my one of which, if it had not 
been counteracted, would produce the cerebral cvente 
Take for example e@ similiar brain state thst is produced 
by the observation of a aphere ani the viewine of two 
flat discs throum a stereosconve. ‘The impliestion in 
both oases is thot there is a sphere cxistins outside 
us in space and timee In one case the implied cause 
actually exists, in the other case it does note When 
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the impiied cause exists, then there will be conselousness 
of a resiity and this will constitute true knowledce or 
truth. Bat when the cerebral implicate which is the 
sinplest and most natural of the possible causes hapoene 
aot to hare been the sctuol ecanse we will be deceived 
anless the experience is checked by some other eriterion. 
Sontague sim: ap his aceount of the genesis 
of the consciousness of real and unresl objects by sym- 
bolizing the three clewents involved. we hnve (a) the 
aotanlly existing external object Oe; (b) the cerebral 
state itself Oe; (¢) the object perceived or apprehended, 
Op. In the simplest case Os villi be the cause of Ge and 
in every case Op will be the implicate of Se. These 
are the three corners of the enistemoloricsl triangle. 
Tho Op revealeé or implied In the brain-atate oe may be 
exsetly identical in position end quality with oe, o 
it aay note In the former case the object is apprehended 
as it is, in the latter enase it is note Oe ie the 
effect-fanction of Oe, and Op is the implicate function 
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of Oc. Just as sny given n®*4§ root of a” may or may not 
happen to be & itself, so the implicete op of the effeot 
Qo may or may not happen to be the actual cause Oe. (76) 
If truth end error are generated in the manner symbolized 
there will be two ways in which each may arise. in the 
ease of truth, in which the real event Oe is identical 
with the porceived event Op, the result ony be due (a) 

to the fact that the oediun throuch which the energy has 
been carrisé from the external object to the brain has 
not eltered the cliaracter of thet energy, in which case 
the cerebral event 0e will be the some in .uclity with 
Oe and the iocal end temporal signs of the fomer will 
be of such « kind as to imply the real time and place of 
Oe; or (b) the medium between Oe and Oc may have distorted 
or modified the energy proceeding from Oe, but the brain 
throuch inherited capeaities or through menory-traces 
will hsve corrected and neutralized this distortion so as 
to make toe altinete brain stete so coarcruent with oe ea 
to awake it inplicative of ite ‘This cecond type of truth 





(76) Zhe How Healicn, pe 289. 


a» 2.1 «= 





















fon cece poe toute Ate Darien anid able 
fonts a t9 co eteiions coe er .Vienel-p et 6d caggat 
(at) 60 eee Goes ol 26 pd, aA dee ete ee 
Seadiocme epee wee 2. - Ta! ee worean Sam beret ME 
thd, <S, eekiie g Se Conte ah Oyen Oe ot Ahbe eee, © 
@ Getiewhl st cars tare’ dates F). . tr op 
jah men oe wer ceneet oo? .gt Gare Sembeome: wy debe 
Ri Wines et) me icm ated en diee est Jets dua? ats oF 
Mee 26876 off 6 feeyeD Acetate ets oot! Sole, coe - 
Mees fase oi ,optece Sond We tected ent Jpwtsa-ten 
1 Re UAliom, o3 eee ae ot LLby of seve ines oe | 
MAO tA ae 30 mab Lregene fqn Lonel ant dom a, 
MP eerig Go al? os oft Yq st sm tote 9 eee 
RORRAIRLS eric! gar 20 ew OG outmted. cuthes @M0 4d) me Ae 
er i ee 
manucdquene ynscte  cnttiiongie Retna | 
Ge se MIT WIRE Cis? Pita sno IpeTIE ered Kiker 
$80 Why oneereRs an Beste niet weeks ae ANE 
Aden) Yq ese Seeew ante vel op ane 









eo 227 « 


is the more frequent type, especially in the ease of the 
perception of extemal osjectse Probably the only case 
in which the first kind of truth sceurs is in what is 
Called ‘consciousness of cur om states’, the conseious- 


ness ©t each moment of the brain processes and implications 


of the immediately p:ecceding soment. It in only in this 
wey that vs ¢an be conscious of consciousness or selfe- 
conscious. “here Ghis self-transeending conse iow ness 
Teaches only to the next moment there seeus to be no 
chance of errors (77) 

Evror results froma distartion of the real 
Object in producing ite effect upon the braine The dice 
tortion msy be (a) physical or peripherally physiologi- 
eal end in this case we heve illusions, or (b) it may 
be central, due to the cerebral apperception maces, and 
in this case we have the errors of inferencee ‘There is 
really no hard and fast distinetion between those two 
types of error for both are inferencese ‘The image of 
the bent stick which is cast upon the retine produces a 





(77) Lpig. 
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purely physicei bvrain-state which directly implies or 

has for its meanine or potentiality en extemal bent 
stick. ‘The inmplionte of the brainestate, hovever, happens 
in this esse not ts exist, and therein consists the 
error. The other type of error results when the deli- 
berate inference mide from a correctly perceived object 
to another object not perceived, is incorrect, in thet 
the object normally implied by the sitantion heppens not 
to oxist. . 

This explanation of error was senecially ate 
tractive to “ontague beesuse it made it imperatire for the 
philosopher to keep hie hands off reality. There ir no 
eausel relation of dependence of objects on cerebral 
processes. Consciousness ts like the pointine of a 
finger. While it is true that ‘whieh objects’ I point at 
will depend on how and where I move my fincer, no one 
would effirn that therefore the thincs pointed at depend 
on my pointing md omnot exist epart from ite In the 
sane wey, *which objects’ I write about will depend on 
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the wards I use, but no one will say that therefore 
those objects depend upon their naseGe Consequently 
when the subjectivist presses his eye-bell and sees a 
ghair that moves where he formerly saw a cheir that was 
stationary, this should convince him that how you see a 
thing depends on how you see it, bui he shouid sot jump 
to the conclusion Ghet the thincs which he sees cepend 
upon hia seeing. furthermore, we should sot try to 
infer from the chenglog or static nature of our judgsents 
to the chanstos or static natare of what is judged aboute 
ie do not break up the Living flux of reality when we 


 @oneeive of ite verious phases or aepectse Conception 


éo0e8 n@& direuapt reslity, and judgment is not the process 
of pasting ite pieces together. To conceive is to ap= 
prenend simply sone quality or croup of qualities, and to 
judge is to apprehend an identity-relation between dif- 
ferent guelities or groups of qaalitica. (78). 

‘Bat Montague found it necessary not only to 
rebut idealism but even some of his former neo-Renlist 





(78) ope Gite pps 295~297 
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friends, especinily those who were so anxious to eseape 
subjectivisn thet they «ranted an existential status even 
to illusory objects. ‘The greatest advantage Montarsue 


saw in his theory lay in the fect that the sppeerance of 


non-existent objects became explicable in terns of physi- 
cal isws, end illusory objects becaze the deteriinete 
functions of real or existent objects. The straight 
stick half-incerged in water would proljuee an image of 

@ bent stick in the omer: as well as in the eyee In 
each case the imace of the bent stick would be e funetion 
of the straight stick, anc would be expleined in purely 
physics] teres. Dut the fact that an tllusion hee a 
Physiesl csuse does not maze it any less of an illusion. 
The very condition of the stick appearing bent is that 

it is in reality straight. It is only by assuming that 
it is a streight stick thet projects its licht rays 
through the differently refractinz media of air ond 
water that ve cen unierstand how an imece of e bent stick 
appears. in the same way, it is only by essumine the 
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existence of the two flat dises projecting their light 
waves throuch the lenses of a stereosecope thet we can 
understand hor ani why there is produced the appearance 
wa solid Sphere in a spsce which in reality is empty. 
If wo promote the objeets of illusory experience to 
meabership in the order of existent objects we deprive 
ourselves of the very physical explanation of its ap- 
pesrance which we so eagerly seck. {79} ‘The appearance 
of illusory objects ean be explained only by postuleting 
& Bysten of jects from whose membership they are exe 
eladed. livery non-existent object is a perfectly definite 
causal product or function of an existent objcet whose 
section is distorted by other existent ob jecta. 

A final cunestion th: t resains to be ansrered in 
regami to the problem of truth and error is that of the 
eriteria of credibility. All perception, according to 
Montague, cerries with it « fecie attitude of 
belief in the reality of whet is perceived. ‘The primery 
condition of conscioumess is thet of aceeptance of 
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cerebral implicates «t their face volue as real ani as 
bases for action. Disbelief anc doubt are sophisticated 
or secondary attitudes which we teke toward « content 
only when it is contradicted by onother content a by 
the systes as @ wholes A person belleves a tiling or 
acoepts it es real ani tends to ect on it just insofar 
as there is a0 content present which suggests cctaually 
or hypothetically a counteractione (30) 

Bat the actual state in which one finds hime 
self is that all or simoct all of our comitions ere 
partiy true end partly faise.e The brain states at any 
moment have for taelr self-transvending implicates she 
seete some of which ere real and some of which ere unreale 
The ewes of this is the fast that our cerebral states 
are in pert, ané only in part, the effects of the objects 
extemal to them and know: by theme ‘The physical median 
and the brain itseif are aiways partly responsible for 
the cerebral state. Ant the aberration thus effected is 
probably nover entirely corrected. ‘the source of error 





(80) The Nev Realian, pe 234. 
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is @ue to the plurality of csuses and to the counter= 
action of effects. The understanding of the source of 
error suggests at once the means, not indeed of its 
complete eare, but for an indefinitely procressive 
em@licratione The sore effects we have of things, the 
less aubiguity there ie in their joint impliestion; and 
thoush each one may have been partly modified, yet these 
eodifications aay be neutralized by one another. The 
totellty of « thing's effects, even thouch each had been 
interfered with, would not, indeed, de themselves iden- 
tical with the thins, but they would be edequately inplie 
cative of it. The sore effects we cot of o thing, the 
ore nesrly adequate is oar knowledce of ite If the stick 
pertly inmersed in water could effect us only throush our 
eyes, eng from only one point of view, we should never 
Giscover the error of regording it as bent. But it 
effects us from many points of view, end thas the error 
of imcedinte perception is recognized and rendered ine 
nocucise In this way we enn test our knowledge and 
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attain over more and more probability of trath. (81) 

If we allowed the fact that every object of 
congelousness was pertly true and partly false to munke 
us belleve that the real world sight be in every respect 
different from vhat we perceive, we should cocnit the 
felleoy of intemal relations. Thet fellacy consists 
in the assumption that the neture of the parts of a 


. geomplex depends upon the nature of the whole complex, ani 


consequently, thet kaswledge of serely a part of the 
truth mast be ac mch false. Sut we (9 not nee@ to know 
all truth in omer to have some truth. I can misappre- 
hend some qualities of en object without misapprehending 
all the others. Seemse I erred in perceiving its 
qualities it would not follow that I erred in regard to 
its position and its reletione; sor if I erred as to its 
positions neeé I err ae to its qualities. Jeilure to ate 
tein certeinty or to remove error in one respect will 
not sake everything false or even doubtful. (82) 


Montague believed thet he had at hané a criterion 





(81) Ope Chie ppe 297-298 
(82) Ope Cite PPpe 299-500 
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which would be setisfectory not only so his own reclian 
bat also to extrem objectivian, eubjectivinm and dualism. 
The single external spatio-temporal order is tho reel. 
The intemal events in en individual's nervous systen 
aust be in one#-toeone correspondence with this orcer if 
the individual in question is to apprehend reality. if 
reality is the single, extemal syste: of sature which. 
producce in the variou: individmals emtained in it nore 
or less distorted copies ar serepestiven of itself, it 
will follow thet these corebrally detersined effects will, 
when token together in their totality, imply thelr extra 
cerebral causes. his should satisfy the epistemological 
Guelicst. If we conceive the real as the implicate or 
presupposition of the totality of the apparent, it would 
be identical with the real as the oxtreme objcotivist 
Goncalves it, and this sexe reality which is ot onee the 
extra-cerebral cause of the intre-cerebral effects, vad 
@lso therefore the implicate of those effects, will be 
identical with an order of absolute experience or with 
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reality as the absolutistic idealist conecives ite In 
the complicted vision of the Absolute appearance would 
esinclde with reelity and the psycholosical would be 

ane with the logicale ‘The many systems of individual 

ang private experience, actual and potential, are exe 
plained and corrected if we determine the extent to which 
they are in one-to~one correspondence with the single 
Public syste: which is their common cause and of which 
they are the more or less similar effecte. (83) 


Pe us 


{3) 2 ts of the Mew Realiste 


The six sembers of the organized group of New 
] Realiste heé come to the aovecent for differing reasone 
; and with differing interests. ‘here were pointe ot is~ 
sue between then es well as pointe of acreesente From 
Montague's standpaint the differences that were most 
idupertent both in themselves ani in their infleence on 
the later development of the neowrenlistic movenent 
centered first on the question as to the "Behavior istic” 





(83) of. the Ways of Knowing, pp. 402-408. 
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nature of consclousners and the seconé on the question 
of the “relativistic” tut existential status of the 
Sjecte of lllusion end errors Montague found hinself 
pretty well elone ageinst the others on these points and, 
since his forer Colleagues turned opponents scem to have 
Gominated the trends which American neo»-reslien took, 
Montague thought thet he haf to withdrew hiuself fran the 
classifications 

Perry and Holt had maint<ined that an indivieg 
Gual's averences of an object consisted in a “specific 
response” or a motion of the body or its parte tevrard 
that object. Montaguets objections to this behaviories 
were that if conscioucness is a motion, it mist be up 
or down, east oar west, north oy south or in some inter 
mea@iete spatial direction. ‘thie motion, sccoring to 
Montague, cannot constitute wit we call the consclouge 
ness of an object; it Coea not resemble that object in 
day way, unless in the smail nusber of cases where the 
ebjcet is iteelf a motion of material particles; it 
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cannot be directa towards the objeot save in thase cxeses 
wsere the object is a spatial event occuring sloultaneously 
with the organism's motions it affords no clue to our 
ability to apnrehend seconiery qualities, abstract ideas, 
other ainda, or events of the past end future; it does 
nwt sceount for the dumtion tit characterizes every 
expericnce and which differentistes it from all o her 
events and relations, for each phase of a sotion cust be 
over end done with before a ister one ofn cone and in the 
ease of consciousness each phase is not over and gone 
when the successor appesrs, but endured along with Ite 
(64) The one thing, according to our author, that cons- 
Gloussess should not be iWentified with is motions 

The second of <ontague's @if ferences with his 
erstwhile colleagues is «ore importaat because he admitted 
it leter as © distinet episte:clorical cethod. It concerns 
the existential steaetas of the objects of pereeptual ile 
lusions ond of other erronemea experiences anc the sebhod 
ia that of Objective Nelativisn. According to this view, 
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every object that appears to be in space is in sre ce. 
If different and sutasily incompetible objects appear 
to different observers to cccupy the same space, it 
east follow that an object at each instant has no single 
position and shape by its ow right bat anny positions 
and shapes, each of which is reistive to some observer. 
The Objective Relativiste cid not sean to capitalete 
to subjectivicn, but ontazue maintained that it evolved 
jor degenersted) into phenonenalism.e 

Ronteme*s objections to the theory were {ij 
that the illusory objects of exserience can be oxpisained 
by the veriéical, wheress the veridicsl eannot be exe 
Pinineé by the illusory; (2) en exivtent thing produces 
both direct ant indirect effects, that is, effecte in 
the spatio-te-poral worlé and effects through the aseney 
of whoever belicves or appreterés ite I[llasory or none 
existent thincre srodmce only indirect effects that cone 
through the azency of the sinds whose objests they are; 
(3) the theory is unmenaseably complexe. No possible 
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space or time could take care of all the possible abere 
retionuse Hantague states thet Lf he usd to avold "bie 
fureation” by either thie sethod or that of idesiisi, 

he would choose the ideslistic. Of course he asintained 
thet these tyo sethods were not the only ways out. ‘The 
Simple device of denying any locus of any kind to none. 
existent things that figure in erronesus expericnce 


' enswered ell the difficulties for him. Just aa the sase 


point ean be a seaber of two interaseting GUIVeS, HO 
Gan one and the sare sbjeet be e sesber of the imlependent 
omer of existents and at the sae tine and with no dise 


_Tuption of ideatity be alas an sbjest of experience. 


By thie view we oan escape bifurcetion and if we eouple 
with it the refagel to «rant real existence to the ob= 
Jeeta of erroneous experience we will not fall into 
either icealisn or "panphysicelian", the term he uses 
to describe the episte nological views of the Objective 
Relativists. (85) 
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44) The “pistenological Kirenicon 


The eclectic thinking of Montague naturally 
led hin to attenpt a reconciliation of the epistesolocical 
methods, hat he tried to show was that each of the four 
episte oclosical sethodis, objectivias, Subjectivisn, 
Bualiss end Relativism, can be condensed into two propo= 
Sitions and thet in eseh case one meaber of the mir of 
propositions oon be proved false and the ther proved 
true. These true propositions constitute adequete defile 
nitions of "Critical Chjectivima", “Critical Subjectivian", 
"“Criticel Dunlism” and “Critics: Relativien". These 
theorles, unlike the nrive doctrines from which they sre 
derived, conn 26 combined to fora a complete and self} 
Consistent soletion of the episte-clegical probleme (86) 


{A} fae Neeinterpretation of cbjectivies 


The objectivist holds that ali the objeete which 
ere experienced exist physically ani externally end are 
thus independent of mind. Gur author holds thet this 





(86) The Ways of Znowing, poe 2)l-Biks 
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doctrine in properly analysable into two propositions: 

{a) All expericnced objects have an independent me an ing 
oF essence that «ives thes a status of possible physical 
existences (b) All perceptually excerienced objects enjoy 
& status of acteal physic«l existence. (87) 

Tae first of these cropssitions tontague eranta 
to the objectivist ond considers it quite easy to defend. 
Every perceived object is a possible, for if it were not, 
1% woulé not be perceivable. To gey “perceivable” is to 
say “possible to be". All that the objectivist eleins by 
this first proposition is thet en objeet of innedi ate 
experience “ay also be extermeally exietent to the perele 
pient. ‘le heve already noted Montague's argunents in 
defence of this position snd will not repeat then heres 
We heve also ooted that further point which bears equmlly 
upon all experienced objects, whether existent or non-~ 
existent, aanely, that quite apart fron the question of 
its status as an independent existent, the object ex- 
perionced possesses in every esse the satetus of m 





{87 | Bpe Gite Dre 2959294. 
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independent logical entity. Its qualities, neture and 
mening a-@ something sore than « mere state of the 
perceiver. Its sssence Se independent siike of the fact 
that it is experienced end of the fact thet it is exise 
tent or non-existent. Neither a real nor an unreal object 
Gepends for its reslity or unreality upon the fact that 
it is apprehended. ‘There is elweys © sense in which the 
logicel seaning of an object is independent of its actual 
presence in a context. Ail sossible objects enjoy a sub- 
Sistence which mkes thea so ething more then mere inner 
states of consciousness. (83) 

Of course this ic bet « re-ststement of a point 
thet “ontarue hae already sedee le dose not consider his 
theory of mbsistence as “ coauplete eplistemolory, bat he 
Goes see it as & seens of reconciling Objectivis= with 
his om completed epistenologiesi theorye The one true 
stetement of Sbjectivien he borrows and makes an essential 
pert of his om celectic enistenolosy. 

The secon’ proposition of Objectivien, namely, 





(98) ope elt. pp. 299=294 
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thet ali experienced objects enjoy a status of actual 
physical existence cannot be defended without making the 
tera “existence” meaningless. The only seeeptable neaning 
of “existent” is gained when we identify it with the real. 
To be real or to exist is to have e position in spece nmi 
time. To sey thst a body existed nowhere or that an 

event hed at no time occurred is equivalent to seyine that 
the body or event referred to is non-existent or unrenle 
(89) 

Onee we have this clear mennine of the tern 
existence, we ean show that onive objeetiviem is wrons in 
Clainin= en existential etetus for every experienced 
Sbject. If we sey thet our dreans are “real for us” it 
only moans that we actually hed the experienes. If while 
asleep in liew York one dreaut of having a midday luncheon 
in Sen Francisco, we micht any thet the person concerncd 
ser end heard his friends ané elso saw and tasted the 
food, but we would have to edd thet the dreaned-of 
iuneheon hed no position in the spatio-texporal systen 
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of events. It was therefore non-existent, unreale Sat 
because it was unreal, it is by no mans inexplicable. 
We can explein sur dreass in terms of wakins experience, 
though we cannot explain our waking experience in ters 
of our dreams. The jan Franeisco party becomes compatible 
with the whale field of experience when, and only when, 
we Geprive it of the existence to which it laid cinin, 
and relesate it to the status of an objeet experie anced 
by me as the effect of various memories and desires, but 
iteelf lacking membership in the world of spatio-texuporal 
oceurreices which sre implied as the cnuses ani pree 
suppositions of the experience. A person in bed in New 
York can cet the experience of lunching in Sen francisco 
by heving produced in his brain, by causes within his 
organism, the same sort of effeets that would be pro- 
duced by the oxtemel causality of a luncheon in San 
ereneiseo. (90) 

if we tarn from dreaned-of objects to the Lie 
iasions of wikinc life, we find the sane situations 





(90) Ope Gite pp. 295206 





The physiolocicel «ffect of the separate sets of lisht 
waves froma the two flat dises, acting upon ay brain, is 
the sam as that narsally produced by the light waves 
fron 2 sinzle sphere. In the ease of the two flat discs, 
the sphere is aot real, but an appearance; the dises ere 
resl, though they do aot anpear. (91) 

The conclusion thet Montagne dravs is thet the 
doctrine of objectivies is wrong 1a claiming an actual 
existence for every experienced object. 


(8) The Resinterpretation of Sub ject ivism 


“Pure Sabjeotiviam” is the theory that ali 
jects are relative to the self sné contained within 
its experience; and that, conseyuentiy, they ere incapable 
of exictinc independently of 1t or extemally to ite (92) 
Accoriing to Montague this definition of Subsjectivien 
really contains two propositions, one true, the &her 
false: (a) "All entities are (selectively) relative to 
a self and possible objects of its exserience. (hb) All 





(21) Ibid. 
(92) ope cits De 297 
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entities are (constitutively) relative to, or dependent 


en, @ self, a connot exict oxeept as setual objects 


ef ite experience.” (95) 

The firet of these propositions ‘ontegue con- 
Siders as true. To isy the foundation for. his defence 
of selective relativity to the perceiving self, ‘ontague 
insists that even imperceptible objects such as chenieal 
atone, Foote objects such as the events on earth prior 
te the eppearenes of conscious life, or spatially remote 
objects such as distent stars, absiract and arbifieial 
@jeets euch as the perfect circle, ané inaccessible 
objects auch ag other singe and their feelings, are but 
extensions of the world that ig porceivec. There is no 
gueh thing as an inferred worid of objects which cause 





our experience but sever thesseives enter into chat 

world or share lis vicissitudes. ‘The inferred world of 
eonceptual thoucht is part aid pareel of the immediate 
world of perceptual experience, and if the latter is to 
be relattre to self, eo also is the former. (94) However 





(95) Ibie 
(94) ops cite, pp. 227-300 
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strence it =smy see= to hear our realist talk in this 
way, wo nat resecber thet he is at the moment a peacee 


Maker attenpting the constmetion of a theory thet rill 


be both accessible and acceptable to all. He believes 
that it is possible to ssintein thet the warld I perceive 
is in some sense relative to ne without falling into 
‘Complete cubjectivisne 

Elementary psycholoxy proves beyond a doubt 
that to every specific object in a field of perception 
there corresponds au equally specific state or process 
in the pereipient's orgenian. These neural processes 
ere the only necessary mé sufficient conditions of 
experience, ané as they vary the objects in our experience 
very. When onee the cerebral process has been produced, 
the object detersined by it appeers in « perception. In 
the case of the stereoscope, the process produced in the 
brain was such es to yeild the perception of a spheres 
The fact thet there did not exist & sphere in the place 
where tix sphere was perceived ande no difference to the 
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perception. And so we sre justified in holding that the 
world of perceived objects is in some sense “relative to" 
the perecipient self, or that eny perceived object is a 
"function of" some state or process of the percipient. 
(95) 

Since Montague mainteins thet the system of 
conceptually inferred objects is relative to the system 
of perecived objects, and since the lstter is relative to 
the system of processes of a certain sort within the per= 
cipient, the conceptually inferred objects, like all the 
others, ere relative to and determined by the self and 
its prosesses. Everything in the entire universe is in 
some sense relative to the self, and in that sense sube 
jectivee If a thing can be talked about at all, it can 
and must be regarded as capable of entering in the ful- 
iest measure into the experience of the one who talks 
about it. The world is a world of possible experiences 
(96) 

this defence of subjectivism holds true not 





(95) op. cit., pp. W0-001 
(96) Ibid. 
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only for the enpirics] nelf but the absolute worldeseif. 
it applies with equel cogency even to sallpsisn, the moat 
radionl and finel for of eubjectivieme Accomling to it, 
the entire universe is related to my seif. So Montague 
is whliing to sey with the selipsiet, “fhe world is ny 
werla". This relativity, hovever, is selective rather 
then conwtitative, and doer act aske the objects depend 
on the salf that knows these. ; 

When we concider the seeend of tue two defining 
propositions, camely, timt “eli objeste sre setuel contents 
of the experience of - seaif and cannst exist independently 
of tzeat experience”, Hontagao*e interest is in proving it 
faleo. Yo begin with, he calis e:tention to two ctatenents 
which are closely related ia swening, sai the truth of 
which he consicers obvicuse the first, “One and the sac 
object ew be a sember of different aysteas sinalteancously 
ar in succession, without prejudice to ita identity, and 
without having its meacing cxheusted by say one of ita 
Goncexte"s the secom, “A thins ean be 6 posslbie seaber 















> = . : 
innstis.i0 ptalanta wit jd es bakin as eee 
Bey 262 wakeghie al eos poe dope abe ee Sigee 
Ot af pt itci.gi Le co ht Te. @et nd? (ocean 
emits gh «kien oc O! ele el ee ore 
Mel aivs p .aieglfe eel Ga aire 
Salte: ohrmaw vy pone’ ~weiviceie: 4168: @"BGee)~ 

. eet? 2S Fae? Seam Gb aay 

Sli indo on <x ole ota ere - pelle 
Seago Leolee vi cipAdm daa’ 2 eo _e tees plod eee - 
Rteshcowens taf) cones oretjoe s 1e- copier een le 
Sk gatyesy os at comets, amends Semana eet A 4 
Gfommies (© of lin. Chas of ply home oD 


622 4) Cam Kae ob tndemtce pllenee SEL Galvan . 
ends «lake « oo om Le 6° poe 


e o 


- — 
| é - PDL « 


of a context without being an sctuel mouber of 1b". 

If we concider, for example, the toutheshe fron 
whieh our friend is exffering, we reciice thet it ie present 
in our conselousnerce ss an objest of conception end that 
how we shall conceive it or when we shall conceive it 
@openis on how end when our brains are apecificeally ex- 
eited. Sat tiis infabitabie presenes of our friend's 
toothache as « sembor of the aysten of objeeta conceptually 
apprehended by you acl se ber not the slichtest dirvet 
effect upoa its vresence in tie eyetesn of thincs felt by 
the sufferer. if ve sease to think of the toothache, it 
Gontinues with a diminished intensity. ite presence in 
a@ knowledre-coutext is compatible with, but in so sense 
necesenry to, ite pressnee in tho suatiowtexnperl context 
of existence. HNorpover, the sregenee in any sme of these 

 gontexts doos not exhaust ite aseaing. ‘The fact thet it 
is es possible objcet of sur respestive consciscumerses 
Goes noi sean thet Lt is an -otuml object in wither. There 
F are not titee numericeily different toothaches. It is 
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selfecontradictory to tell «@ tiusat the thing I am thinking 
of is not the thing I an thinking of. our friend's tooth- 
eehe is the objcet of the thoughte of ues both. We are 
thinking of the sem thing and the fields of our canselio s 
thought overlap. And if car friend is actually sufferiac 
fron a toothache then the seme thinr secars as the object 
of one man’s perception and tra other sents emceptions 
4% coneeptucsl fields overlap so do fields of pereepticn.s 
$® also con a fieid af p-reeption overlap the field of 
existence. These various ficlids, despite their ability 
te contain the save sbhiectse, do not interfere with one 
another. (37) | 

The reagon that this possible identity of per= 
ceived objects seni existent objects is not generally recoge 
migea is thet the identity is oasis a possible identity ad 
by no means sivays estuaily realiaeé. I can never be 
@ertein that the objeets ich I perceive sre identical 
with exch other or thet each is identieal with en existent 
object. isere is alway the cimnes of errar. There is a0 





(97) ope cite, pp. W5-W6 
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Single experiexce, perceptual or conceptual, that sone 
teins intrinele mrke by which ite tmth cr faleity are 
made evidente in enoh ense it is necessary to procesi 
by the vorious methods of lacical inculiry to coupare the 
given experience with other experiences in order to test 
ite cleiz to sbjeotive trath. Sut this must not be taken 
by the subjectiviat ac justifying hie eclsim thet beenause 
@ll ajeots ere experienceable they are therefore oxper= 
leneed; or because a2 object ean @xist within an oxpere 
fenee it ls thereby rewlered incaypbie of exiating oataide 
thet. experiesee; or tant besaure the meming and aatere of 
objects con be discovered only throuch their presenes os 
terme in an actual experlence=relation, that therefore 
thelr ceaninge end ne.ures are conatituted by thet re« 
Montagne bas nor renghed tie point where he box 
lieves that Objcetivies and Subjectivies are each capable 
of being avended in such a way os to sake then compatible 
with each otier and with the fects of the knowleése 





198) op. cht. pp. s0ses06. 
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situation. It receines for hin to show that the theory of 
Rpistenolocics] Dualiem is cuseeptible of siniler 
trestnente 


{S} The Rewlnterprotation of Dualisan 


fhe Epistencloriecal Dunlist holide thet ail ine 
nedintely experienced objecte of seuse are dependent upon 
the self, ami ineapabie of sxisting apart from its exper- 
lence, mit that et the sace time the conceptual objests 
of thaucht “nich are inferred as the tree ceuses of 
exmerience exist indevendently of the self md sre never 
identical with the objects of consciousness. (99) “his 
naive or pure Gdusliem Moatague resolves into tws defining 
propositions: (a) The syste: of objeets experienced by a 
self ani the systes of @jects existing externeily to 
thet self and causing its experience ean vary independe tly 
of each other; (b) the exreriesced sbjects and the existet 
Ghjects, beemise they very independently of one another, 
ere sever ovincident of identicsl bat constitate tvo 
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mutually exclusive syetene of metaphysical entitles. The 
first of these defining cropositions lontagne attempts to 
prove, the second he attenots to disprove. 

fhe proof? of the first proposition is quite Cunye 
We cen trest of four cares shot should serve to prove the 
point, two in which the experienced objects chance while 
their extermlly existing prototypes do not, an! twa in 
which the extorsal objects do chaise sad the perceived 
abjects is pote These four cases will justify the dualist 
An Ric cleim that the experfenesd and the existent ean 
vary infepenteatiy. ‘The cases are thees: (a) I see a 
teble in front of me; I close one eye and press the bell 
af the other eye; the table I see sovee about as I press; 
the table thet exiete remine stationary. (b) The Des~ 
Gdenone of «hom Othello is conecious le chenced by the 
Sianders af Inco froz a loyal wife inte the faithless 
goetheart of Cassius; the Desdemona who “existe” recoine 
gonstent througout the tregle chance in her subjective 
double. (3) i look at the stern; to my direct 
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consciousness they resein fixed, chenceless; the astronaner 
tells se, hovever, that «11 the while the real stars ere 
moving through space with incredible velocity, and that 
some of then may even heve been destroyed years aoe (a) 
Othello, as he figures in Desdemona'ts conscioueness, 
a@ppesre unchesged in hie love and trust through most of 
the period when he is being metamorphosed into a jealous 
murderer. (100) 

Trese cases are feir and typicel instances of 
the fects upon wiich Duslism fs grounded. They shov, as 
the dualist claims, thet the objeets thot are experienced 
may vary indepententiy of the objects that exist. We have 
nor te show that the second clain of the duealist, to the 
effect that experienced an¢ real objeets are never to~ 
incident or identical, is faise. 

As @ rele, when two things vary independently of 
each other, they are thereby shown to be nemorically or 
existentisily non-identical; yet there are instances in 
which thi- ig not the case. We have the case of two 





(100) obs cit., p.307. 
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intersecting lines. The point of cheir intersection is 

one identiosal point, yet it is as a member of two separate 
serice. It in Montague'’s contention that the reistion 
between the two lineesystense is the same «s the reisation 
betwee: the experience=sayoten and the exintence-srsten 

of objects. whet I perceive in the viswel field may bo 
SMentios] in every respect with wmt exiete in the physical 
wmrlé ontelde ay bodys but ~imt I perceive in the vieual 
fleld d@opends primeartiy upon processes within my nervous 
syste-, ac¢ rill very es trose pmeceses yory, whdle whet 
existe in the physics] workd outside my body is primarily 
independent of processes “ithin ay nervous aveten, aud 
will very according to extemsel conditions. ‘he existence- 
eyste: of objects is controlled in ita behaviour by extrne 
ergonie feetors, the experience=eycte= is controlled by 
intre-orgazic fectoare. Aithough the two system of objeste 
mny coincide ts «ny extent, there is no necessity for such 
@oincidence, and no sucrantee that 16 will continues The 
epletenclerics! coniste have rightly euphesised the 








» 258 < 


coincidence ar identity of the tuo systens, bet they 
neglect the duelity of esuses owing to which the ace 
incidence of the tro cystens is possible and occasional, 
rather then unitorm ani necessary. The epistomolocical 
@uahiste, on the other hand, heve rightly exphesized the 
duality of cannes, but they heave erred in sessaning thet 
such @deelity of causal omtexte srecludes « coincidence 
or identity of the objects that are experienced with the 
objeots that exinte (101) ‘Those theories which in their — 
naive form are found to 5 felse ant’ hopelessly ineome 
patible, when ro-exenined turn «xt to be not only true bat 
harmonious and mutually supplenentarye 





This fourth theory of epictenolocy was not treated 
renssens Se SER ER SE. SamEAn aS bo Snes treek it 
Different oacea have been siven to 
the theory such as “Reletiviatic o>jeebivian" ané “Logienl 
Positiviem:’. ‘“ontague prefers to cell it simply Relativiene 








(10k) ape chte pp. 209009. 
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Accomiing to his, it is the view held by those who 
deny the legitimacy of the enivstemolorical problem in 
the game cense that Positivien oay be anid to deny the 
legitimwcy of the netephysicnl problome 

Por Gc Aelativiet, thore in so propriety in 
our talk about the relation of tnowing to boing, or of 
appesrance to reality. Far apposrance is renlity, indeed 
the only reclity we con hove. 

Aithoagh Montegue hioseif never defined Rele- 
tiviem in two proporitions, for the sake of consicteney 
wo will atteapt to supply such e dumlity of praponitions 
heres felativieom esy be expressed as the doetrine which 
holds: (a) Sverything can appeer end not serely subsist 
in lordly in€éependences; Heality Liself can appear as a 
serion of finito, momentary exporiences ond not merely as | 
On ultisnte resultant of the totelity of thines experienced 
coherently by sn ebzolute mind. (b) Necause both reel 
ond unreal objects can occur as experience in finite 
ezperioatial contexte, there is nothing beyond an 
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experience by which that experience cen ve validated, 
and conmsequentiy no diffcrernse sxce t in the matter of 
practical convenience betweon the reel ar true and the 
unreal or falme. (108} The first of these propositions 
Montagae comslders true, the second fle. 

ff we consider the fires propoeltion, ve isd 
it en onti-ideelietic stetesent. “ar realint naturaliy 
would eeree with it. He Ite <aintaine’ ell clone that 
Peelity end trath say be more then experience and thet 
certainly they ere not lesa. “co do not heve to kao 
everything before we can know anything. Reslity end 
truth may be procured piccemecl, Lette Petall in the 
stores of sense-data and sot merely wholensle from the 
universe in its entirety. Furthermore, the Rolativist 
gives to errors ond unreslitices e ser and significant 
statan. very uweality and error is a possible object 
of belief in sox: ozperiential contexte. The faithicsse 
neon of the faithful wife, the bentness of the straight 
stick, the mechnnically impossible convergent reila over 





(202) The Maye of things, D+ Ve 
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whieh the train hes cone, the bed-post acting like a 
serpent in the nightmare world of the sufferer from 
delerius tremens, ail of sach objects ean function aa 
if they were resiities and trithe within the experiential 
contests that are re\uisite for their apoearancee (103) 
In other warge, there is sou ciement of truth in the 
Gpietenolociceal theory of Sclativinn. felativian in 
thie chastened for offers @ a@nlque mé valanble contrie 
bation to trath, nouely, the agcertion that the possible 
could be reni, coupled “ith the iasistence tist we mist 
not despise the huable svenues tist iead as Little by 
little to the achievenext of final truth. 

Bat Reietiviss is “rine in insisting that the 
Monistie Gbjcotivist mint give up bis Gootrine thet there 
ere thinrs reel in thesselves which inve absolute position 
in the caveal sycsten of spaco oni time and whieh conctie 
tute the croand of oxleanation of the totality of actual 
ani possible appearances. He is also wrone in insisting 
that the “onistic Sabjcotivist suct pive up his doctrine 





(203) ge ete, pe 74. 
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that things real in thenseives «re things eas they would 
appear to a possible sboevlute celf who could heve the 
totality of ~hatever is sctucl and poceible with their 
reiations in © alnglc, infinite anity of experience. 
He is wrong, above all, in insisting thet the Epietemo= 
logieal Dealist mot give ap his doctrine that real 
things ere external to, ext independent of, the ape 
pearances vhich copy theme (104) 

Mentagze presents two fundamecteal objeetiona 
to the view of Relativieme Pirst, thet «kien appears 
| bears uaistekeabie signe of ita alien ofigine ‘the 
peresived is sivaye sore then what is setusily presente 
It implies both far peseeption and for thoucht sanething 
other than iteelf vith ~hich it 15 eontinugus. It is as 
though we were prisoners in en ivory tower through the 
windows of whieh lone poles could be thrust. We can see 
aad touch only the hither ends of these poles, but 
nen tine fer senee nor foxy coneeption can there be . pole 
with only oe end, a body with only one side, e hither 





(194) ope cht. Je The 
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without a thither, an intermel to which there is so 
corresponding; external. The sensory perception of the 
here md nor eae given involves in its very catare the 
nonesensory perception of a there and then as a pre- 
‘sapposition ani necessary complesent or supplesent of 
the sense datae (105) 

The second objection to Relativiom ve have 
touched on alreniy. The Selintivist's notion thet ap= 
peerasces are #il on 4 dend ievei of ontolorical equality 
and differestinte’i only by preetiesal convenience is 
agnonetrabiy untenable. ne set of appearncees reesaried 
ee gareal ar false oun be explained by the real and 
true. “e@ cannot, horever, turn this about ant explain 
the true in teras of the feises. The straight stick 
teken a9 real can expisin the appearance of thet etick 
Becoming bent by being portiy imaersed in water, but 
not emvermecly. “he peraliel railroaté tracka, if taken 
@s 24.4, tan explain both the vagsage of the train over 
then ané teeir faiee spoearance of canverrgoses wher 


- 
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Viewed from the rear piatfor:. Rit if the asparent 

convergence were taken os real, it couid explisin noither 
the paceage of the train nor the amenrance of perallele 
isa when viewed from shore. If Desdenoneats faithfulness 
is taken os resl, Sihello's delusion can be oxpleined os 
@ esult of Iago's lies; wt if the objects of othello's 
deluded fancy ore teken ss resi, then nothings ean be ex 


plained. Sbjects can ap; and Oo explain, while 
Baresl sbjccte ean only appear. the ¢ifference beteeen 


the two sete of eppearasces is decidedly more than a 
@ifference of practical convenience. (206) 

But if we deprive elativiem of ite negative 
lain that becouse real and unresi objcots could figure 
@S eppecrences in finite experiential emtexte, therefore 
there wes nothing beyond an experience by wilch that 
experience caulé be yvalldated, and consequently no dif- 
ference between real end trae end unreal ani false, it 
eon hire © place in the reelist's epictenslosical 
Girenicone | 





(106) OD. ciGe Dpe 7i=74. 
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(8) Suumry 


| Jt was Montague's ais to ahor thet the various 
. @pistenclosicel theorice could be re-interpreted in such 
} a wey ac to bring them into eceard with one another. He 
repudintes esch of the four epistesslogicsi theories 
| dealt with but he does it oniy in rererd to the pure 
forss of these doctrines. Fach of the theorles had, he 
feit, on clement of strength and sn clement of weakness 
yi faken oe they tool they wore incocpetibic with one 
nother anc incompatible with tho fetes. By hie eritical 
anclysia, Montagne hoped thet he hed deprived then of 
theix falre snd negative Oleime aud hed retrined what 
2 is positive end cesentiel in each of the worming theorlede 
He deprived gjcetivios of ite negative cain that ob 
feota, becanse they were independent of the knoving sube 
Soot, wore therefore not a function of the knower. ie 
deprived mbjoctivisg of ite negative eisin that SHICCESs, 
heesuse they were functions of the Knowing subject, were 
therefore not infieseximt of beings Enown for their 
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existential status. He deprived duaiien of the negetive 
clain that, beonise objects as known vere deternined by 
a system of causes separate from the oousal systen of 
the real objecte of which they were copies, therefore 
the meabers of the two sayateas could never be truly iden- 
ticel either by interscetion or by functioning identieally 
in relation to the body and its cetions. Me deprived 
Telativien of ite negetive claim thet, beesuse both real 
and unreal objects figure aS appearances in experionce, 
therefore wa never co beyond experience for the reele 
(207) 





When thus pruged of these negations, the four 
thesries Seeane compatible. Thus, he retalne the essen=- 
tiei contention of objectivisa that all objeets of setual 
experience ore “iso objects of possible existence, end 
that whether they exist or not, they possess ea logical 
mentiine thet te independent of the fect that they are 
exper cneéde He retelne the essentiel cantention of 
Subjectivias that all objeets of sctusl existence are 





(107) She veya of Thinsa, ppe T6=77. 
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also objects of possible experience, and that the entire 
universe is in som sense relotive to each of the selves 
that it caitelns. He retains likewice the essentiel 
contention of dualism thet the systen of experienced 
objects and the system of existing objeets are determined 
by separate sete of ocuces, and that consequently they 
vary indepenientiy of one enothere (108) He retains elso 
the essostial coatention of relativies thet everything 
ean appear and not merely exist of subsist. 

if the foregoing ie true, this annlysiea and 
aynthesis constitute én adeqmte solution to the epis= 
tenologleal problem end eclecticism has proved onee more 
to be the way oute 








The centrsl probien of Montaguets epictenolacy 
scens to have been thet of acenuntine in som way or 
Other for the apparentiy indisputable fact that whet is 
known is in the knovere He believed that, if he were 





(108) Bhe Nays of Knowing, pe Sit. 
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to refute idealiom, he hid to insist upon the lmmmnence 
of the real thing in consclmimnesse Thies is a very 
éifficult thing to acosmplich if one insiote, es Montague 
566, on 5 Gompletely physioloricel explanation of the 
knowing procesa, a reduction of a11 thoughts to brein 
statess This task he sought to necomplish by defending 
the presontetive theory of knavledce, which fe the only 
kind of theory thet any Realist ean hold. 

Bat Montegue posed the problem in « Parhion 
which renders it incapable of solution. It had been his 
eontention ageinst hi neowrealict fricads that any space 
woulé erack under the strain of aking it the dumping 
ground of cll the contents of Greans and illnasions. The 
game charse, 1+ seom to 2, can be leveled argninst his 
oon “hypoespave" as the space of potential energy. It is 
bound to crack under the mich move fearful losd of making 
it the dwelling place of quantified objects, even if they 
ere recuced to the etatan of potential energy or etresce 
His problem was to allow for the existence of spatially 
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extenied objeots in a new kimi of space, a space at once 
infinitely eueall and capable of containing everythings 

It scems to me thet the dleleetic of Montagiets thought 
should mmve forced him to the conclusion that the knowe- 
Ledge problem esuld be solved only in terre of inmatere 
felity. The fact ia that he thought thet, if the problem 
was solved in thie way, it would Lead inevitably to 
either ducliom or mbjectiviss. This fact can be exe 
plained if we remember that, by a kind of histerical irony, 
Descertes and Locke were miing “ontague’s thourkte He 
eosepted the problem as they posed it. True, he did 

nOG accept theizx aievwers but the dwinge was already donee 
Ideas and imees, these two dualista held, are the 
things immediately knowie Idealiem sete rid of the 
things of whieh these ideas and images are the copicte 


‘Montame gets rid af the ideas ani images. He never 


éeveloped the notian of concepts ae means of prenentetion 
wether then as objeete presented. The vresentative 
theory of kaorledve was belé lone before the tine of 
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Montague bat sot in the fam that Monteme exprecced it, 
ang it was Descartes who formed him to express it as he 
Gig. The only way he could think of it wes in tems of 
bringing aeterial “things into other muaterial thinagse 
Generally im expressed it as the problem of 
settines spatially e-tenied objeets into consciousness, 
but early in hie 1life he hed sane alazivines on this 
poist of bringing ail space into the mind. In his eonay 


entitled “Carrent Misconceptiouw of Sealian" (109) he 


seems to have thought it better to spread consciousness 
mt into spece so thet Lnstiead of bringine the object 

inside the knower we should gmake the kuower go ou side 
the confines of his wm body and to take up a position 
which woulé be identical with that of the objest he is 
eonecious of at the womente The sing could thas spread 
itself out iato aii of space. If space sould not be 

broucht into it, it can be brought out into epeces Zach 
consciousness vould then become az large as the world of 
sbjeets thet it knows. And what holds true for space 
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would hold true also of tinmee it/hen conselous of past 
events the mind goes back to theme when the mind praposes 
the future to itself, it stretches out into it. lternity, 
or the sleultanelityg of post, present and futere would 
then be @ cheracterintic of mind clong with immensity. 
“Whichever way he oxpresged the problem it vas always in 
teras of space mid in those terme the solution appears 
Tenelfal if aot fentastice 

His difficulty, it scene to me, consisted in 
&@ too iiterni acceptance af the woxls “in” and “at". 
if we identify the worid of eoselousness with the spatioce 
temporal world we heave to invent “hypo-spaces" and 
“epcslous presents". But there is no necessity for 
this identification. There ere for things two levels of 
existence. To enter the sense of sicht, e meterial 
ject leaves et the entrance the matter in which 1t 
exists; to mter the intelligence it lesves behind its 
individuality. ‘there is e chasm between the conditions 
or Ghe mode of thoucht end the conditions or the mode 
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of the thing. Sut if there is deteoe: the thought end 
the thing thie duclity, there is bet-een then « unity 
far more profound the: that between a model and a copys 
Kaoreled@ge does a%& deform things, it only effects the 
eon@itions of exinteroe end lesves the thines intacte 
The thing is not reprenented but presented to the mind 
by en iden. ‘the thing thoucht oné the existent thing 
ere not tyo bat ono. Montegte'*s realis: is e naive 
Tealien and the “Critical Realists" rishtly object to 
his position on this pointe 

Nomtagre's renlis= tended, moresver, to be « 
iogzieai rether than = netevhesionl reslism. He tekes 
the question as to whethiar or not extemel obfeets exiat 
away from the pesycholocists bet he turns the question 
over to the lorzicianse Thin point ic made denonstrebly 
Sleer in his trestcent of trae necetive judgments. He 
hme identified the reak mmé true ené asserts the exis- 
tentiality of true negative propositions and thus the 
@beence of sil non-existe=t objects «9 a reel character 
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of the situstion. Sut to say thei negations ave existent 
ani zeal charcctera of an object amounts to the assertion 
of the existence of nonebelage Bvexy objsost or catity 
becones an infinite complex of « vast number af negetive 
cheracters ané it would require an infinite mind to know 
even the simlest thinge adeqguctely. Moreover, logical 
®eulis= is always uneousciously idealistic. The “subsise 
tents” of which it speeks are, to be sure, independent of 
the ming but we never cot out of the realm of eszencos 
ints the worké of existencee I think we must say of thia 
theory that it confounie the resim of logic and ontology 
end io dominated by « sub-conscious Negelianiai. | 

The camamer ia which he fommiated the problem 
was dominated by the dualictice theory of epi stesclocye 
‘Tae aanner in which he amvered {& is, et lesst in part, 
Gomineted by a fmverite thesis of one of the great ideale 
ists. ‘orst of @i, Bis epistesalerical theory was ree 
jested ty the mijority of tho neoereciists. He found hime 
golf 2 man without © party and, os far es I know, no 
following. 
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THE METAPHYSICS OF MONTAGUE 
Animistic Materialism 


Although Montague is best known from his 
association with tne New Realists, Realism, at least if 
it be considered only as an epistemological position, 
is not the most important part of his philosophy. When 
he classified the various branches of philosophy he 
considered Epistemology as oniy a secondary topic of 
inquiry. (i) It did not interest him for itself and it 
was oniy becsuse of its intimate connection with other 
problems which he had more at heart that he set himself 
to solve it. (2) The evistemological problem he likened 
to a speck of Gust; it is unimportant uniess it gets in 
your eye. That, according to Montague, is exactly what 
it has beer doing and ke felt the imperative need of 
getting his vision cleared. (3) He dealt with Epistemology 


in order to get rid cf it. He issued a chailenge to 





(1) The ays of Things, pe 6. 


(2) "Confessions of an Animistic Materialist”, 
Opecit., De 145. 


(3) The ways of Knowing, p. 413. 


- 274 - 





~ B75 - 


others to escape the sterility of the so-called critical 
philosophy which, in his mind, had proven not to be 
philosophy et all. As a consequence we must insist that 
although his philosophy, is a revolt against idealism, the 
term "realism" is not an adequate description of it. He 
himself 4id not consider realism a final philosophy but 
only a prolegomenon aid a deciaration of independence 
that would make it possibie to investigate the natures 
of things on their own merits without dragging in the 
tedious and usually irrelevant fact that they can be - 
exoerienced by us. (4) Philosophy's primary interest is 
in the ways of things rather than in the ways of knowing 
them. This investication into the ways of things he 
called metaphysics, and by far the greater part of his 
later phiicsophical writing has been devoted to this 
field of inquiry. 

#¥e have already seen that he divided Metaphysics 


into ontology and cosmology, but this distinction between 





(4) Ope cite, De 409 ff. 
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the analytical and synthetic aspects he did not consider 
practicable in giving an exposition of his own metaphy- 
Sical views. For that purpose, metaphysics can be divided 
into those problems that concern the universe as s whole 
(Metaphysics of the macrocosm) and those that concern the 
individual man (Metaphysics of the microcosm). But even 
this division is rather arbitrary. For the Netaphysics 
of the macrocosm is, after ail, something that human 
beings formulate and its importance at bottom lies in its 
bearing on the lives cf individuals. Indeed, all such 
theories by virtue of this bearing, nave a strange and 
erucial poignancy. (5) For all practical purposes tie 
Metaphysics of the universe can be reduced to the Meta- 
physics of man. when that problem is solved all the 
others will have received their principie of solution. 

A word of warning must be sounded here. There 
is a peculiar background for all of Montague's views on 


the nature of man. ‘“e must bear this backsround in mind 





(5) The Ways of Things, pe 95. 
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if we are to «crasp the clus to his position. The whole 
of his thinking Lis orientated about a sinzle problem from 
which he draws nia entire philosophy, the problem of the 
mind-body relation. hen he came to deseribe his phil- 
esophical credo, he entitled the autoblographical essay 
in which it is contained, "The Confessions of an Animistic 
Materialist". The Confession is meade there that hie 
philosophicai views are inseparabie from his own life, 
that they grow out of his own experience. His philosophy 
is his own and he does not seem to be much concerned 
whether others agree with him or not, for philosophy has 
very little to do with proving propositions. 

The first problem of a reaily speculstive 
nature that he ever experienced was the problem of the 
mind an@ the body. ‘shen Lis mother told hia that it was 
Ris soul which made him laugh and cry and think aud move, 
he asked if he might get it out of his body by boring 
very carefully up througi nis foot and leg until he 
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reached it somewhere in the chest. (6) That kind of 
question, he admits, he hes been asking ever since.(7) 
- He starts from himeelf. Yhat kind of thing am I? It 
did not seem to him, even as a youth, that he was the 
kind of thing that his body was. He was something more 
than just matter. He feit himself to be the resuit of 
the intimate union in existence of two entities apparently 
@isparate in essence. This ie the problem that he started 
with and it has so oceupied him that all his thinking has 
been orientated in regaré to the psycho-physical problem. 
"Blessed or cursed by this ‘animistic compliex', and goaded 
on by it, I have soueht continuously for an intellectual 
theory that will bridge a dualism imposed on me by feeling 
or intuition and Increasingly confirmed by the evidence 
of experience." (38) 

This basic attitude of mind expleins the life- 
long attraction that theosophy eld for him. It was 


because of the attempts of the theosophists to explain 





(6)"Confessions of an Auimistic Materlalist", Ov. cit., 
pe 135. ee a 


(7) Ibid. 
(3) Ibid. 
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mind and its doings in material or pseudo-material 
categories that he always evinced such sn interest in 
their theories. (9) 

Montague's own report of his days at Harvard 
shows clearly thet he had meade up his mind what philosophy 
should be about and that the teachers were not going to 
persuade him otherwise. lie was interested in his pro- 
fessors' views only because they might present some 
material which he could use in the workings out of his 
own philosophy. He rejected the radical empircalism of 
William James but accepted the more mystical phases of 
his thought, especially the conception of the sub- 
conscious and hidden energies of man. He also sided with 
him in his defence of indeterminiem. These were views 
which Kontacue couid anc cid use as we ahsll presently 
see. liis doctorate thesis, "An Introduction to the 
Ontological implicates of Fractical Reason”, was an 


attempt to reveal a reality more ultimate than enything 





{9) Ope cite, De 136. 
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contained in the world of sense experience, something 
which wouid be the very principle of reality itself. His 
first publisied philosochicai work, "A flea for Soul 
Substance" (10), written with the encouragement and 
advice of Sautayana, was on attempt to show thet there 
is such a thing as teleology and thet teleology demands 
anotion of substance, a notion without whieh Animistic 
Raterialiss is ineazplicable. Wontague was again accepting 
from his professer, tke oniy one at Harvard at the turn 
of the century who beid the notion of substance, a 
doctrine wiich would further the solution of hls own 
problex. 

then he went te lecture at the University of 
California, he carried his problem with him. As a matter 
of fact, it was while he was et Serkeley that he had en 
experience that was the crucial turning point in his 
philosophic life, ean experience cf naramount importance 


for the future of his philosophy. This experience, he 





(19) Psychological Seview, 1399, pp.457-476, 603-635. 
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tells us, u8s aseant sore to him than anything else that 
ever happened to him in his life. (11) In attempting to 
Gescribe it, Montague tries to give us the key that will 
open the dcor leading to an understanding of his 
philosophy. Ze admits that the experience was almost 
ineffable, a sort of supra-conceptual intuition that 
makes it very difficuit to present in words, but without 
soze knowledge of it we will fail to see that from the 
very beginning tae solution of the mind-body problem is 
going to be made in terms cf energy, time and space. ‘To 
those beginning a study of the Fetaphysies of Noutague, 
the reading of this section of "The Confessions of an 
Asimistic Vaterialist" is indicated as the first thing to 
be done. His conclusions wili seem, perhaps, less bisarre 
if we are acquainted with the details of the experience 
which so profoundly affected kis thought. 

The experience in question happened one day 
when he was waiking home from a class where the subject 


@iscusseé had been the possible meaning of intensive 





(11) “Confessions of an Animistic Materialist", Op. cit., 
De 159. 
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quentity. As Fontague was crossing a little brook he 
imagined that he could look into and down through each 
point of space anc perceive a kind of well of indefinite 
Gepth. He likened the new realm which he believed he 
had perceived to a fourth disension in that it was per- 
pendicular to the three dimensions of space, and yet 

@s contained in each point it seemed te be a lesser thing 
than @ spatial Gimension. Le described it to himself as 
@ “kypo-space”, ea “reais of negative dimensionality" or 
“essential fractions of the punctiform units of an 
extensive manifold". It seemed to him to be the realm 
of inteneity and ceusity, so that if he thought of a 
eontinuous solié being diminished in its extent until 

it bad shrunk to a point, that would not be a zero of 
mass magnituce, for it would have remained a solid and 
would not have been reduced to empty space. After you 
reduce matter to points, each of these solid points 


would heve te wane or fade down in Gensity or intensity 
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in order to reach the true zero of mass. (12) 

Faced with this description, we can appreciate 
Montague's concern over making his meaning clear. Be- 
fore the appearance of the "Confessions" he had written 
several articles (13), trying to wake his position in- 
telligible to his fellow philosophers, but had failed 
to convey, even to his own friends, the meaning of his 
theory. This revelation of his own experience, he felt, 
would probabiy fail also. (14) If the number of 
philosophers who have accepted his views is the criterion 
on which we have to judge their undecrstending of them, 
Yontague's worst fears have been realized. His views 
have received neither a sympathetic hearing nor have 
they gained any adherents. ‘Some attempt sust be made, 
nevertheless, to understand the meaning he wished to 


convey. 





(12) Ops cite, Dpe LS5-15l. 


(13) "A Theory of Time Perception", Op. cite; "The Einstein 
Theory and a Possible Alternative", The Philosophic 
Review, Vole <XELII, Roe2, 1924, pp.ldd~ a ari 
the fourth Dimension", University of California Publi- 
cations in Philosophy, Vol.vll, vecembver, 1305, pDpe 
TS1-207; "A etartat totic Theory of Eaergent Evolution", 
Essays in Honor of Jotn Dewey, New York, Henry Holt 
and homens. Toed, RESALE "Variation, Heredity 
and Consciousness", Proceedings of the Aristotelian 


Society, London, “iliiass and Northgate, volecl, 2l, 
Sb): "Consciousness a Form of Rnergy", Ope cite 









(14) "Confessions of an Animistic Materialist", Op. cit. 
De 150. 
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There is no doubt about what Montague hoped 
for from his "vision". te expected that it would prove 
to be the source of an explenation of the nature of the 
ming and its relation to tie body. The first implication 
of the “vision” was the realization that there was room 
| insice = polat for a whole microcosmic intensive replica, 
though in a curiously inverted form, of the extended 
macrocosm outside. The elements of that intensive 
replica would have, on the one hand, a privacy end imper- 
eceptibility, and, on the otber hand, an organic unity 
which, while preserving "the plurality of specificities", 
would permit of their being superposed upon one another 
rather than pieced sice by side as in extensive plurali- 
ties. The different elements would occupy the same place 
just ae a shape and its color, or a tone-magnitude and 
its pitch. (15) 

To this first deduction from his experience, 


Montague adds & zecond, one that was the consequent of 





{15} Ope cite, De Sl 
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and which was destined to provide the basis for his 
theory of consciousness. The second deduction or obser=- 
vation ls this: whenever a motion or stream of kinetic 
energy was checked and transformed into a potential state 
of strain or stress, the piace of that strain and of an 
indefinite number of further ebrains that could be suo- 
eessively superposed upon it was the new dimension that 
stretched in and down through sach point of space. Here 
was a beautiful and unsuspected hiding-place for energies 
whieh would enable tiem to pass into the seeming nothing- 
ness of potentiality and emerge again with all their 
specificities unchanged. (16) 

Kontague then put these two sets of reflections 
together and it cane over him suddenly that he had dis- 
covered the reel nature of the psychical and its relation 
to the cerebral matrix in which it ie so elusively located. 
He had found the way in which sensations were produced at 
points in the brain where the neural currents were trans- 


forned into potential snersy prior to their re-issuance 





(16) Ibid. 
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as motor responses. Hie had found the place where an 
indefinitely rich system of memories could be piled up 
eas traces left by the sensory currents during the 
potential atage of their journey. He had found how it 
was that a sequence of successive mosents, mutually 
exclusive in the physical order, could aevertheless be 
felt as a solid chunk of duration extending down and 
back into the pest. This he called, after James, "the 
specious present". It, more than anything else, dif- 
ferentiates the mental from the moment-to-moment reslity 
of a physical system. He had, or at least so he believed, 
discovered the soul in its hiding plece, and not in- 
airectly through dialectical inference, but coneretely 
through an intuition. (17} 

Since xontague hae «tated that this experience 
meant more to his than anything else that ever happened 
to him in his life and aince the ideas initiated by it 
have remained his dominant philosophical interest, we 





(17) Ope Cite, DP. 151-152. 
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must further elucidate what Montague was probably trying 
to do. There can be no doubt, I think, that his problem 
was to explain the nature of consclousnese and consequently 
to explain the nature of the soul. Although he repudiated 
from his earliest youth the identification of body and 
soul and broke with the Neo-realists because of the in- 
creasing tendency anongst them to subseribe to a 
behavioristic explanation of knowledge which reduced 
knowing to a series of bodily movements only and elimi- 
nated the psychic factor, he himself always labored under 
the view that mind had to be explained in terms of matter 
or the physical. Consequently Nontague's explanation of 
consciousness is given in terms of space, time and energy. 
but what <do0es conselousness imply? It implies 
the simulteneous existenee of one thing in two places, 
in the reai snd exteraal space it occupies and in the 
consciousness of tie knower wiich is situated inside the 
body. But this ceenms to contradict the fundanental laws 
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of matter and quantity. If we are conscious of a vast 
number of objects occupying vast quantities of apace, how 
ean we cram sil those objects inside our ekulls? There 

is just so much room there and no more. The only possible 
way is to have the chjects, while remaining what they are, 
relinguish an extensive mode of the oecunansy of srace 
for en intensive mode. ‘Shrink the world ané have it 
Temain the same world even while shrunk. As long as it 
remains the world (“its specificities unchanged") it 

will not be nothing but it will not be extensive espace 
either, it will be intensive space and the "“intension" 
can te infinite. If you dispense with extensive spece 
you can get the macrocosm inside the microcosm and that 
is exactly what consciousness tries to do. 

But we must be careful here. We might be led 
to believe that when he repudiated the identification of 
body and soul, Montague was insisting on the existence 
of the immaterial in metter. ie might even be tempted 
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to say thet that is what he shovld have been insisting 
on, but the fact is thet he does sot mean to claim thet 
at ell. WNontazgue is no hylomorphist. ‘Soul cr mind or 
logos are not immaterial thines in kis philosophy, even 
though they are not tre kind of material things that 
bodies are. His philosophy is very properly styled a 
materialism for it has no room for the ismeterial. His 
mind moved naturally oniy in the reales of physics and 
mathematics and it wes only in terms of such concepts 

as are netive to these sciences that he could explain 
hie meaning. Hence soul dwells in "hypo-space", e new 
kind. of space, tut still space. Sensation and intellec- 
tion are just potential enersy. This new kind of stuff, 
the soul, the mind or consciousnes?, thet up till then 
had eluded him, hed to neve # special type of dimension 
which comoietely transcended and yet remained completely 
immanent in ordinary spsce. The psycho-physical sroblem 


is answered in physical terms, in terms of density and 
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intensity, and a physico-mathematical reduction of 
spatieily extenced bodies to points, not points of empty 
space to be sure, but something akin to the LeLbnizian 
moneds. But whether he called his newly-discovered stuff 
"nypo-space" or “negative dimensionality" or *ensential 
fractions of the punctiform units of en extensive mani- 
fold" ke was, I am sure, searching for the notion of 
the immaterial. He never reached it because the physico- 
mathematical bent of his mind would never allow him to 
take the final step as it never allowed him, as we have 
seen, to have a Kietaphysice properly so-called. 

Another thing thet emerged from Montazue's 
ecstasy on the oridge at berkeley was the realization 
of the importance of the "specious present”, a notion he 
took over from Bergeon and James. If it wae ineumbent 
upon him to find how several bodies could be in the saue 
piace, it wes equaily incumbent upon him, when he faced 


the probiem of memory, to find how one coulcé have two 





different times at the same time, how successive moments 
could be experienced in one chunk. As “hypoespace” is 
to the order of extension so is "the specious present” 
to the order of duration. 

Once Montague had fortified hisseif with these 
two notions, namely “hypo-space” and “the specious present", 
he hed found what he was seeking. He hed surmounted the 
perplexing problems of space and time as they are related 
to consciousness and believed that he hed shown thet, 
although different, miad and body are not so disparate 
as they might originally seem to be. Call it what you 
may, it ie the central problem, indeed the only one, of 
Bontegue's metaphysics. ‘¢ have already seen him cali it 
hylopsychism. le also calls it a eosmological spiritual- 
ism, tut srefers to call it an Animistic Materielism. (18) 
We can now turn to the primery probleme of Metaphysics which 
are, in the philosophy of Montague, the relative importance 


of mind and setter in the genernl scheme of the universe 





(13) "Confessions of an Animistic Haterialist”, Op. cit. 
pe 153. 
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and their relative importence in man. We will see here 
how he attempted to solve the difficulties raised by his 
peculiar view. 

In order to present the alternative views on the 
nature of the universe, Montague advises us to construct 
for ourselves a "Metaphysical Compess”. {19) The compass, 
of course, will contain the four cardinal points of North, 
South, Fast and Vest. Ir Fetephysice you will not find 
any position that will be located on the compass at the 
exact North, South, Fast or vest. But the simile of the 
compass will exemplify two iessons thet ere valuabie for 
the philosopher. The navizstor wants the four cardinal 
points to stand out on his chart and compass, not because 
@ given voyage will Lie in some one of these principal 
Girections, but because the infinitely more numerous 
intermediate directions can be perceived with exactness 
by being referred to the primary four, namely, Duelism, 
Positivism, Idealism ané Meterialism. (20} 





(19) The eyes of Things, p. 39. 
(20) Op. cit. 2DPe 80-81. 
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Each of these positions in its extreme forms 
has both strengths and weaknesses. fhe strength of 
dualism lies in the fact that it provides for the kind 
of existence called mental and the more or less con- 
trasting kind of existence called material. This duality 
cannot be explained away. The theory's weakness consists, 
accordisg to Montague, in not explaining but only for 
providing for the duality, for according to him no self- 
respecting intellect can rest in peace so long as hetero- 
geneous thiness are left dangling with no thread of homo- 
geneity to bind them together. A world like that of Des- 
cartes, consisting of two quite disparate substances 
communicating intimately and constantly would be unbearable 
even if true. (21) 

The atrength of positivism consists in regarding 
reality as experienceable. Its weakness consists in des- 
troying substances, which is unconquerably artificial. 


It offers us attributes without substances. (22) 





(21) Op. cit., DD. 32-93. 
(22) Op. cit., De 84. 
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The strength of idealiam iles in the fact that 
it gives a status of orimary reality to the individual 
wind, and also bebense it ls only on the hypothesis of 
an absolute mind that reality oan have @ complete weaning. 
As a metaphysicai Goctrine, it is weak because it takes 
away from matter the statua of primary reality. (23) 

Materialism, weaning by that term the belief 
that the primery elements of renlity are space-occupy=- 
ing things whose processss are determined wechanistically, 
has certain advanteges. Firstly, any mechanistic hypo- 
thesis can be verified or refuted by experiment. A 
teleolozical explanation does not lend iteelf to such 
verification or refatation. Sesondly, external relations 
in a mechanistic system are not only experimentally veri- 
fiable, tut mathematically calculable. its weakness is 
@ weakness of omission: it does not explain life. 

But if these are the four alternative extreme 


positions in Metaphysics it is not until we consider 





(23) Op. cit., pe 33. 
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their respective plausability in solving the problem of 
the nature of man that Montague will comuit himself. The 
first thing we notice when we take up this new enterprise 
is that the tetradic question becomes contracted to a 
dyadic question with but two possible anowers, matericlism 
and dualism. The problem as to which of these theories 
is true is the only problem that has central importance 
and pertinence for the metaphysics of the microcosm. Are 
we, our minds and personalities, mere adjectives of our 
indubitably perishable bodies and therefore bound to 
perish with them? If so, materialiom is true. Or are 
our minds not adjectives of brain and nerves, or inner 
aspects of their motions, but real substantives or souls, 
in some sense independent of the body from whose soil 
they grow? If so, dualism is true. That it must be 
either dualiem or materialism for the individual, irres- 
pective of which of the cther theories is true of 
reality in general, is too evident to need comment. But 
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which, then, is trues? 

Bach theory has its strong and wesk points. 
Materialiam has the advantage of enjoying tremendous 
scientific prestige. Ths parts of the world that are 
most clearly explained sre the parts dealt with by 
physics. Shall we then shrink from taking our own medie 
eine and be afraid to apply to organic beings, including 
ourselves, the same formulse thet tave proved so success} 
fal in the realm of inorganic metter? ‘we cannot deny the 
great dependence of mind on body, yet the probability 
that the atome of the central nervous system, if left to 
their own mechenicsl devices undirected by anything enae 
logous to mind, would hit upoa all, or even any, of the 
purposeful processes of conscious activity seems infinite 
tesimel. If we lesve the realm of the mind and oases to 
the origin and grounds of an individual organism, it 
seems equally improbable that with mere chemicel and 
physical forces, a fertilized germ from which an animal 
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develops could recapitulate in its ontogeny the age-old 
series of ancestral forms and finally issue forth from 
egg or womb, Mully equipped not only with organs of 
alinmentation, respiration ant reproduction but with 
sense-organs snd a nervous system for dealing effectively 
with a varlegated environment. At this game of chance, 
dualism wins hands down. Some agency other than attrace 
tions, repulsions and impecte of particles must be 
present. (24) 

Montague felt the attractions of each theory, 
but the attraction of Materialism seemed stronger. Any 
auslity, he claims, clamors for some underlying unity 
te bridge the gap between the two components. Moreover, 
materialism is the life of science and on the scientific 
score Hontague feels ashazed of dualism. ife cannot take 
it straight, tut Peels forced to ritigate it by seeking 
for some underlying unity in terms of which, and es 
functions of which, both mind and body can be expressed. 





(24) OD. Cite, DD. 95-99. 
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The heterogeneous fsctors in the world must be reduced 
to some sort of homogeneity. 

He accents the theory of contemporary physics 
that not only motion but matter, or mass itself, is a 
form of energy and supplements it with a theory not 
generaily accepted, nemely, that mind also is a form of 
energy, 2ut a form that is opposite to, though homo- 
geneously continuous with, the forzs of energy exempli- 
fied by matter in motion. At first hearing, he telle us, 
4% wight sound fcolish to ideutify consciousness with 
anything physical. Even a thoroughgoing materialist 
will not identify consclousness with motion but only 
with an inner aspect of motion. Sut when Montague iden- 
tified consciousness with potential erergy, he did not 
Teel that he was identifying it with an object of outer 
experience. When visible kinetic enersy passes into 
potential energy it does not chance into another visible 
entity. We eall this energy potential in reference to 
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the motion that it was and the motion that 1% wlll be. 
But in itseif and at the time we call it potential, 

waeat is it? ‘hat we know is that at the moment 1t ceases 
to de an externally observable reality there begins to 
be an internally observabie reality which we cali sensea- 
tion. Ee considers it a good bet that the sensation 
which appears from within is the energy that tas disap- 
pesred frou without. OQur minds or systeus of uenories 
would then be identical with the syatem of traces or 
residues of potential energy that remaln-efter most of 
the energy of the stimuli has lapsed back into motor 
reaction--stored up in au intensive hierarchy, the 

ister strate being superimposed upon the earlier and 
each retaining ite epecifile character, yet forming an 
organic unity with the others. This invisible mental 
organiem within the visible bodily organiam would be a 
veritable soul, net an adjective of the body, but a mind 


thet is e@ substantive in its own right. Just as 





ordinary matter itself consists of mass particles of 
relatively permanent and self-maintaining notential energy, 
co also would the mind consist of potential enercy and as 
such possess a kind of attenuated mass. But insterd of 
being extensive and divisible, like 9 material acrregnate, 
it wonld be intensive and indivisible and instead of its 
substence remaining conetent, it would be continuously 
increasing with the successive deposits of experience. 
winally, an@ most important of all, it would be self- 
determining instead of mechanical and bliné. (25) 

Ye must now consider some of the srguments 
for thie view and study a few of its bronder implications. 
Fontague had been struck in his youth by the apparent 
difference between his soul cr mind and his tedy. These 
heterogeneous elements are the res cogitans and the 
res extensa. hat Vontague was anxious to do was to Pind 
in the res cogitans the true and positivistic inter- 


pretation of the rationalistic categories which we 





(25) Op. Clt.e, Dp. 198-109. 
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apply to external reality and at the same time, or even 
better, because of this, to disagree with ony interpre- 
tation of the racical cuelity of res cogitans and res 
extensa. He sympathized with Nerbart's great dream of 
a future peychodynenics, a genuinely wathewaticeal scicnee 
of the mind ané its workizgs. (26) 

He dic Tine between res cogitens anc res cxtensa 
& radical contrast, but felt it to be a contrast of 
relations rether than the Cartesian contrast of quality 
or attribute. He thought that he coule best express 
this relational Dualism by defining the physical world 
as a asyeten of events oréered in space-time, and the 
psychical world as a system of the same or similar events 
ordered in time-space. In the space-time of the waterial 
order, space predominstes over time, chenge over duration, 
extencity over intensity, the plurality of parts over the 
unity of their wholes, or in short, mechanical Getermi- 


nation over teleological self-deternination. In the 





(26) "Substance, Potentiality and Cause", Travaux du Ixe 
a Tes International Ge Philosophie, Yaris, nerwann 
e Ce, VOle ¢ DPeVi-7/. Heprinted in The says 
of Things, pp. 4093-417. Quotations from thie re- 
printing, pe 415. 
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mental order ail of these predominances are reversed. 
Matter and mind are each in space and time, but space is 
the primary milieu of res extensa while time is the 
primary wilieu of res cogitans. (27) 

The ultimate clements from which matter is 
@erived may well de no more than the waves of the 
De broglies and of Schroedinger, a veritable Heracleitean 
flux. Sut floating in this spatio-temporal ocean of 
Change are the temporo-spatial isiands we call substances. 
Unlike the sensory phenomena thoy withstand devouring 
time, and against the laws of probability waich would 
demand their passing they manage to endure. The stuff 
of these islands is formed, or st least mainly formed, 
of what the environing ocean brings. Sach substance 
cousists of retained traces of the motions which have 
impinged on it. These minute forms the physicist calls 
potential energy, nasing them for what they were and 


wlli be as externally viewed. But internally observed 





(27) Op. cit., op. 415-414. 





they are our psychic actualities. They cen be superposed 
upon one another in an intensive hierarchy, preserving 
the special nature of each event and even the temporal 
or€er in which they appear. "This is such stuff as 
soule sare made one™ (28) For Yontague, the probability 
seeme? overwhelnins that that which, looked st from 
without, is enlled potential energy in token of its 
past and future, ia, when seen from within and in its 
present actuality, just our mental estates. When these 
traneitery fields of neural stress »asa back into the 
outwardly visible or kinetic form of energy, they do 
not quite all go. ‘Ipecific, oven if Itmmeasurably szall, 
traces of energy remain in potential form. ‘These are 
our memories and when suserposed successively on one 
another they constitute the ever-present memory of our 
past which is our soul. (29) 

It might be inferred from this explanation 
thet hylopsychiem or animistic mterialism is epplicable 





(23) Ope clte, pp. 414-415. 
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oniy to the woridc co? man, but Vontague means more than 
that. Not only man, but all matter is instinct with 
something of the cognitive fuaction. Despite the con- 
quering advance of the nechanistic ldea, he maintains 
that there has come an increasing sense of the continulty 
of all nantural processes--from tho blind morement of an 
atom to the far-eseeling actions of mane (39) We have seen 
already that Montague reduced the cognitire function to 

a reciprocal interplay of kinetic and potential energy. 
All wa have to do, then, is to show thst this factor is 
present in all matter and the statement that all matter 
fs instinct with sonething of the eognitive function will 
hava some meaning and Animistic Materialiss will havs 
won the any. This Yontague beileves he can do by showiag 
that there are the same two factors in any bair of suce 
oessire levels, and that the transition from one to-the 
other, momentous though {it be, is adequately explained 

by 2 continuons quantitative crowth of the lower factor 





(30) "A Realistic Thecry of Truth and Error”, Op. cit., 
De 235. 
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until the critical point is reached when it gains ase 
cendency over its former superior and there cmerges a 
novel quelity of being seemingly discontinuous with 
that which gave it birth. (1) Let us see how this 
works. 

In the domain of cead matter anc in the domain 
of life, we find the same two factors: firetly, the 
feetor of kinetic energy with its tendency to diffuse 
ane. run down by conduetion; and secondly, the factor 
of potential energy with its tendency to perpetuate and 
reproduce by polaric induction the past history which 
it invieibly embodies. In the domain of the inorganic, 
the visible and primarily spetial energy of motion 
predominates. It is not until the coming of protoplesm 
that we find a mterial syotem that is capable not only 
of storing in potentisl form end srecific pattern the 
energies that impinge upon it, tut also of vropagating 


them or imposing them by a kind of tnédmetion upon new 





(31) "A Materlallatic Theory of Emergent Evolution", 


Essays in Honor of John Dewey, New York, Henry 
Holt and company, 19236 Neprinted in The Ways 
of Ti 8S. “eferences sre to this reprinting, 
De . 
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matter. This capacity of a thing for preserving and 
reproducing ite past history is the definitive property 
of a living being. Once startec, it tends to spread 
end increase the richness of ite own orgenization end 
s0 to evolve new and higher types of iteelf. It le a 
level of being on which the temporal dominates the 
spatial, and history, ceasing to be externel end facti- 
tiove, becomes intermai and ceuselly operetive as such. 
{32} 

On the levsl of slent life and the level of 
ehimel life we find the sere two vital facters: firstly, 
the capeeity for receiving, retaining eré organizing the 
energies theft are hound up with matter as food; and 
secondly, the factor or capacity for -eceiving, retaining 
and orgenizing the energies not bound up with matter. 
The chlorophyll mechanism in the plant resembles the 
nervous system in the animal in the point of being an 


energy receptor rather than a food receptor, but Lt 





(32) Ope cht., pp. 454-435, 


> 







os « inS Is. 


) ‘ia i ,soyrege2 


, 
° 
é s 3%. 
e 
= o 
* o = 
~ 
7 if 
: . 
- 
° 
= = 
® 
® 
~ 
‘¢. 
7 = 
e 
@ * © 
— oe 
; ’ [i ae 
7 —- a 
at) 
‘ hie 
€ 
1 ? 4 7 


+ 


~- eee me res) 5 ; 
«07-5 +220 .20 198) 


ket 





- 307 - 


differs from it in two important respects. The nervous 
system receivea and retains the impinging energies ia 
such & way as to preserve their individual specificities 
ana it preserves the energy-traces distinct from one 
enother and distinct in their entirety from the growth- 
system of the organism. The plant uses up the free 
energy which it receives from the environment in the 
business of structural growth. The animal uses the free 
energies which it reesives to build up a cerebral memory- 
aystem which does not <o into structure, but into function 
and behavior. The animal's iife is not entirely oceunied 
with preserving and anplifying his material structure. 

He ie a doer anc not merely a grower. The chlorophyil 
mechanism is not, however, the ancester but ratcer the 
brother or cousin of the nervous system. (53) In other 
words, the animai is not a new and different type of 
being in the sense of teing completely diverse or givins 


evidence of a heretofore unheard of kind of reality. It 





(33) OD. Cite, BD. 495-4376 
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is merely a different manifeststion of a comson property 
of all beings. 

When we go from the animal to the person we 
find the same two factors present again: first, the 
vegetsl and inherited factor of bedy-building anabolisnm; 
second, the private history of ths organism's own adven-e 
tures with the surrounding world. When the potential 
energies constituting the memory-system become suffic- 
tently strong to be capable of functioning autonomously 
and independently of the sensory solicitations of the 
environment then the individual becomes freed from the 
here ang now of his body, snd life tecomes apirit. (34) 

it is now apparent thet Montague is trying 
"to assimilate or naturalize the alien entities, teleo- 
logy and coasciousness, sud give them citizenship in the 
society of the mechanistic seiences". (55) Yo effect 
this it is necessary to introduce 4 new category. In our 


customary modes of thouxght, we recognize mere rest as the 





(34) Op. Cite, DDe407-453. 
(35) "Variation, Heredity end ConsclLousness’, Ope cit. 


Reprinted in The “Vays of Thinss. References are 
to this reprinting, p. 443. 
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only alternative to motion end that while there can be 

many degrees of motion, there can be only one degree of 
rest. WNontague now suggests thet there can be many 

degrees of rest, or, perhaps better, nodes of existence 

on the other side of mere rest. As zero is the boundary 
between the decreasing series of positive numbers and an 
equally rich increasing series of negative numbers, so 

the resting condition of a bedy may be the boundsry between 
the decreasing series of its positive velocities and an 
equally rich increasing series of ite negatives of 
velocity. This does not cean mere movements in another 
éirection. It is not the direction that is to be negatived 
but the motion itself. This new eategory he calls anergy. 
He chooses the word because if we can define energy as the 
quantity of actuel or potential motion or in other words 
the tendency to change spatial position, the negative of 
energy would be the tendency to cling to or endure in one 
position. It would be related to velocity as inertia is 


to acceleration. This anersy or duration will increase 
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as the velocity decreases; the less the speed, the more 
the slowness. shen the speed becomes zero, the slowness 
will become infinite. “hen it becomes infinite it ceases 
to be 4 mere negative adjective and becomes a true sub- 
atantive, a thing existing in its own right. As long as 
a body moves its duration is merely potential. ‘hen it 
stops anc its motion becomes potential, its duration be- 


comes actual. That which was a traversing of space has 


- - Beeome an extension in time, « lump of durational being. 


This "“infinity-phase of slowness" is the common stuff - 
of all sensations. (36) | 

It seems very much ss though Nontague has here 
reduced the whole problew of Metaphysics to four elements, 
to time and space, motion and rest, and that in terms 
of these he interprets ali the various kinds of belne. 
The modes of anergy which are produced by the modes of 
energy of the stimuli have two sets of properties: the 
one set relative, continuous and guentitative; the other 


abaclute, discontinuous end guelitative. fhe first set 





(36) Op. Cite, DPe 470-474. 
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will be determined cirectly by the relations of the 
stimuli to one another anc to the system as a whole, and 
only indirectly by the character of each stimulus. There 
will be the primary qualities of size, shape, position, 
date and duration. The other set of characters will be 
‘@etermined directly by the intrinsic character of each 
stimulus, and only indirectly by the relations of the 
stimuli to one another. These will be the secondary 
qualities. (57) 

The velocities, durations and accelerations of 
energy, wnen transformed into anerzsy cease to be quantita- 
tive complexes and become intensive quelities of being. 
The change from energy to anergy is a change from the 
spatio-temporal to the temporo-spatial. If a motion were 
infinitely fast, it wouic fill many piaees at ea single 
instant and could be called matter. If © senestion were 
infinitely enduring, it would fill many moments of time 
at a single point, and could be called substance. As it 


is, motion has only specious extension, snd sensations 





(37) Ibid. 
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heave oniy specicus duration. As a result, motion and 
sensation are oniy pertiy substantive and partly adjec- 
_tival; each needs something more substantive than itself 
in which to inhere. There could be no motion that was 
not the motion of an extended object; and no sensation 
that wae not the sensation of an enduring object. (39) 
Here 1t seems toast motion and reat are in 
their turn reduced to extension anc duration. The metae 
physiesl world seens wltinsately to se reduced to these 
txeo primary elesents. “hatever we aight say of Anisise 
tic Materialiss=, I think we must say thet it is ultra- 
materialistic. The theory, or so its author claims, 
agrees with Vitalism and Interactionism in recognizing 
the genuine efficacy in nature of teleology and conscious- 
ness; it agrees with Mechaniexm and Parallelism in refusing 
to admit the exiatexzce of any factor not definable in 
physical tervs. [ft turns out to be an eclectic synthesis 
of what he though were the two possible explanations of 


the nature of the cosmos snd the microcosm. On the basis 





(28) Ope cite, PDe 474-475. 
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of his theory he could save the outer world as the 
realistic position demanded and he could likewise save 
the inner world which seemed iost on a purely mechanis- 
tic or behavioristic explanation. 

This whole train of thought was initiated by 
the “seatasy” on the bridge at Herkeley. The touclistone 
that solved ali the probieas for Montague was the id¢en- 
tification of consciousness ss a form of energy. By it 
he was able to effect a summation or integration of 
apatieliy extended wotloas, one Gehind the other, into a 
series of stresses successively superposed each upon the 
other. The phases of stress are not extensively spread 
out in a line as are the phases of motion, they are heaped 
up @il in the same piace. But the time aspect of the 5 
situation undergoes & stlil wore significant alterntion. 
Whet was exsentislly succession sesoues essentially 
Guration. The series of motions came one after another, 
but in the series of strains, though the temporal order 


is preserved, the earlier mexwbers of the series wait for 
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the later and continue to exist with them, thus enabling 
the pest to survive along with the present. fergy, in 
changing from its spstio-temporal or kinetic phase into 
its temporo-spatial phase is changing into the very type 
of being which is the essence of the psychical. If one 
can change into the other, both must be really aspects 
of the same thing; the physical and the psychical are 
reduceé to as common denominator. Sensations are potential 
euergies, the mind is but the intezsive hierarchy of 
these sensations and of the traces they leave when they 
fade back into the motions of bodily reactions. The 
conscious and even subconscious seif can claim its place 
in space and time aud be the cause and guide of iife's 
behevior. The new goul is interpretable in physical and 
quantitative terns. 

There is a further problem that now arises, 
namely, whether human minds or any other flelds of energy 
could possibly maintain unchanged their unities of struc- 


ture and so survive the death of the body. Nontague 
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recognized four successively emergent types cr grades: 

the inorganic, the vegetative, the animal and the personal. 
In the evolutionary ascent from the lower and earlier to 
the later and higher fleids, the constituent forms of 
energy scex to become more and more different in quality 
from the matter and mcticn of their bodily matrices, and 
therefore more anG more likely to survive the dissolution 
of these matrices. But the differences in complexity end 
power of the four kicds of field must not blind us either 
to the possibility that ail types survive, or to the 
counter-possibility that none of them does. Nevertheless, 
it coes seem to Montague a creat moment in evolution when 
fields of potentiality attain through protoplasm the power 
not only to induce or reproduce their own patterns in 
neighboring metter (maguetic, electric ané other Lnorgenic 
fields can do as muck as that), but to induce those repli- 
cas with no disinution of inteusity. Life starced in this 
fashion ramifies and spreads over the planet, conserving 


the cumulative heritage of ite increasing past, and by 
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that heritege evolving new forms for its future. These 
new forms, added to the old which still continue, make 

the phylogeny of iife no less increasingly diversified 

than its otogeny. 

The second moment of life's evolution when 
protoplasm takes to mirroring the distant aod remembering 
the past builds up a private history of the sentient's 
own adventures, seems certainly to be a definite advance. 
When man emerges and gains « figurative freedom from the 
whole material world, the step is even more momentous and 
seexs to iadicate tae possibiiity of imsortelity. Sut 
momentous es this step may be, we must bewere of over- 
estimation. The personel or cationai stage of evolution 
brings with it not only increased opportunities for 
iive's enrichwent out also increased responsibility for 
uslog them. It seems tiat Montague inclined to the 
position that as between the human being who fails to use 
his great occasions anc the brute who does rise to his 


small occasions, the award for superiority in essential 
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value must go to the latter. There le more point in the 
continuance through eternity of the poor brute being who, 
Gespite the limitations of his sental span of compre- 
hengion, could go through pain and death for loyalty than 
there wouid be in the eternal continuance of the cleverest 
humen rogue who ever lived. In other words, there may 
well be the chance thet the moral qualities of a psychic 
field would be less sasily reduced to mere material 
motions than would the intellectusi, and therefore more 
likely to survive. The siwple goodness which animels 
aud men cen bota eequire (rather than the rationality 
which man aione inherits} may be the «ain determiner 
of whether life continues after death; or at least of 
whether such continuance woulc hold that promise of 
unending progress lecking which eternity would pall. (39) 
This proves to be the end of Montague's specu- 
lative philosophy. 6 misht wonder why the problem of 
God was. never introduced into his Vetaphysics. The 


theological probiem and the ethical problem turn out in 





(39) The Chances of Surviving Death, Cambridge, Harvard 
Uaiversity Press, 1sc4, poe 59-96. 
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his philosophy to be really one problem, not two. The 
problem of God arises with the problem of heppiness end 
the associated problem of moral good and evil. Theolo«y 
is only a guicge to humen heppiness; it ie itneluded in 

his system in the philosophy of value. (49) He does, 
however, on # few occasions, give us an idea of what he 
thinks God muet be. The pure mechanistic forces or 
processes which constitute the glory of materialism seem 
to apply prisearily to the dissipation or "kataboliam", 

or running down of energy. It is, however, difficult to 
explain mechanistically how the organiam eccumuletes 
energies from the environment end with them builds up 

its organe and tissues and maintains its vital equilibrium. 
This process is "“anaboliam". All through neture there 
runs a tendency of energy to pass from more intensive and 
concentrated forms to more extensive and dissipated forms. 
Sn aspect of this is the yassage from a differentiated to 
a uniform distribution of energies. If we drop a stone 


in a pool, the high waves in a small area become low 





(49) The Says of Thises, pe 1196 
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waves diffused over a large area. There is such 6 thing 

as the dissinetion as well ss the conservation of energy. 
Now, may there not be in the universe some counter-entropic 
tendency for energy under certain conditions to concen- 
trate and become more intensive and differentiated? HSefore 
there can be a diffusion there must have been a concentra- 
tion of energy. Before the crganism's kataboliam there 
must have been the auabolism expressed in its development 
from germ to naturity, and that development implies a prior 
evolution of the higher from the very lowest species of life. 
Before the molecules esm give out energy by breaking down 
inte their constituent ators, there must have been an ste 
cumulation of energy in the organization of the atone into 
molecuies. Before the atoms themselves can sive out 
energy by breaking down into tseir conatituent sub-atomic 
corpuscles, there must have been an accumulating of energy 
in the organization of the corpuscles into atoms. Hefore 
the sub-atomic corpuscies can exist as units of mass, 


there muet bheve been an secumulation in the 





\¢ 





. oa 


stable form of that energy of which mass or matter itself 
consists. In short, we find everywiiere the implications 
of our accumulative, anabolic or counter-entropic activity. 
Though these indirect evidences ere present everywhore, 
in our own minds we find direct evidence of it. The mind, 
with the preservation of the past in the present, its 
steadily deepening store of memories and the creative 
imaginings of things to come, gives us a first-hand reve- 
lation of what anabolism in its inmer structure really 
meens and ia. In view of this, Nontague does not consider 
it a groundless sseculation to assume that the chaos every- 
where is permeated with a leeven of creative power, in- 
trinsic and essential to the very being of nature. And 
yet this vital urge is everywhere pressed lg by death, 
destruction and confssion. It is a will to good, to more 
harmonious and abyndant lives, cosmic in Lis extent and 
depth, yet finite. (41) 

The universe as a whole has a unity more artie- 


culate and complete, anc of a higher organicity than any 





(41) Ope cit., pp. 119-122. 
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of its parts. If the psychical {ts energy in potential 
form aud mind is that encrgy organized into a system, 
the organized totality of things is a cosmic mind cou- 
taining ail that is; not only good, but evil and indif- 
ferent things as well. (42) 

This is Montague's solution. The God that he 
believes in is inflaite and eternal like the universe 
which is his body, all perfect in himself end in his 
will to good; but limited in power by that totality of 
possible and actual beings wiich is within himself yet 
uot himseif. (43) This is the final point in Animistic 
Materialism. The whole world is a combination of soul- 
body, aud what the world is determines what God has to 
dee The entire universe in its structure as well aa in 
its action exexplifies the thesis of the psycho-physical 
integrationist. Tie whole world is an animal; is, in 
fact, God. Montague thinks that Pantheiem on its posi- 
tive side, uazely, in its assertion that nature is a 
unified system of unltary Being, is pretty much of a 
truism. (44) 





(42) Ibid. 
(43) Ope cit., p-123. 
(44) Ope cite, pelll. 


| Ps 7 











hh - tem a> ,taee 
lerms ,oO@le 94d 4 

w> 36 »leqe GelSiav 

.36) ~aekiras 





. 
= amigo, 
- 


hig, 150). 
tog ooZhe gp 180) 
oitdet, an Zig og (50) 






Looked at from this point of view, the problem 
of Go@ in the philosophy of Montague consisted in the 
attempt to introdguce a wniversal final cause to account 
for his theory of emergence. Cod becomes the will towards 
good, the tendency towards sarmsony which is everywhere 
observable in the universe. It is the intent of this will 
to good to inform the warring and stubborn parts of the 
universe with the harmony and unity of the Logos, and, 
precisely because of this, it} has the advantage over 
all less eirenic tendencies. The epic of cosmic evolu- 
tion consists in the uncertain, imperfect, and interrupted, 
but generaliy progressive, leavening of an infinite chaos 
by the element in it of divine love and good. 

Such in broad outline is the philosophy of 
Animistie Materlalise. It is professedly only an experie- 
ment in philosophy. It begins with a iittioe boy per- 
plexed by the problem of his own body and soul and ends 
in the perplexity of an old man about the soul and body 


of the world. Always, wherever he turns, it is the same 





problem. He reasoned that, by his theories in Metaphysics, 
as in Sil other branches of philosophical investigation, 
he wes presenting hypotheses that would do justice to the 
positive side of every theory that has been presented by 
philosophers. True, he maintalus thet philosophy leaves 
us in hope, that it never brings us into the promised 
land. But William Pepperell Montague is convinced that 
he hes fulfilled the age-old function of the sage; namely, 
the Keeping alive of the quest for the answers to probleus 
that have not been solved, snd waleh are the deepest, 
broadest and most momentous of all the problems that the 
human wind can contemplate. 

In retrospect we cen see that it is the meta- 
physical problem that is of primary ixportance to Montegue. 
The curious way in which he poses this problem end the 
still more curious way in which he answers it color all 
the other philosophical positions which he adopted. The 
position on the mind-body problem is eapital ia his 
philosophy and it entailed a whole philosophy. ‘There is 
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no verification for the identification of mind and po- 
tential energy and so philosophy is no longer a body of 
proven doctrine but a group of vislonary hypotheses. 
Because he refuses to separate Metaphysics from Physics 
and maintains that the Netaphysics of today may become 
the Physies of tomorrow, he insists on a classification 
of the sciences that keeps first philosophy on the plane 
of science. Because the method of philosophy is funda- 
mentally the same as that of science he eschews any 
philosophical method and any doctrine arrived at by that 
method that cannot stand the test of scientific criteria. 


For this reason he regarded the method and the doctrine 
of Idealism as a piece of pedantic insolence. Metaphysics, 


at least as Montague conceives it, is inserarable from 
Realism. woreover, his Metaphysics supplies him with 

the theory that enabled him to formulste a realistic 
Epistemology. we have seen that it is the identification 
of mind and consciousness with potential energy thet 


enables him to be an epistemological monist and to 
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meintein the presentative theory of knowledge, two po-~ 
sitious that he thinks necessary for Sealisw. Finally, 
because the sentient or the osychical is energy in 
potential form, aud because mind is that same sentiency 
orgsiized into a system, the organized totality of thines 
should te a Cosmic Mind containing all that is. fPhis 
Mind could be personal for personality is only conseious- 
ness more unified and seif-reflective than unpersonal 
senticnucy. Asimistic Materialism turns out to be the 
pivotal position in Montazue's philoscphy, the philosophiesl 
touchstone by which all things are judeed. 


“ 
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